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The social economy of the Vava'u Islands in northern Tonga 
combines an older gift circuit of production and distribution 
with a strengthening commodity circuit. Asymmetrical transfer of 
gifts is an integral part of the Tongan system of stratification 
by Estate where lords, churches and people possess different 
jural rights. The commodity economy requires greater use of the 
net product to create and sustain production. This thesis 
examines the relationship between gift and commodity, systems of 
stratification, and production and distribution in the specific 
local and historical conditions of Pangai village and the Vava'u 
Group. The conservative economy of 1938 is described in the 
Beaglehole ethnography of Pangai and is the baseline for analysis 
of changes up to 1983 when the author concluded his field work.
Lords possess estates of land by rights of conquest and 
inheritance. Gifts by tenants to solicit land recognise the 
realities of fieflord possession and are premised on reciprocity 
for provision of smallholdings. As lords attempt to use fief 
rights to gain convertible assets, money has replaced valuables 
as solicitary gifts. Generalized rights to use the land of 
friends and kin overcame inequalities in landholding among 
tenants during the pre-war period. As land takes on new values, 
use-right narrows to agnates and affines. This demise of 
use-right can create a truly landless category in Vava'u 
villages. Yet full capitalist-proletariat class structure has 
not developed in the villages. Diversity of labour and income is
Vthe norm and people move into alternative niches created by 
commodity circulation.
The village economy is experiencing stress as people try to 
participate in the commoditization process. However, 
presentations of valuables continue to support ritual exchanges 
at visits and life-cycle ceremonies centred around the seat of 
the monarch. These transactions reinforce status and identity 
and reveal a logic of reciprocity between strata and of 
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IENCOUNTER WITH SOCIAL STRATIFICATION 
AND THE MODERN ECONOMY
The great renown of Tonga as the remaining Polynesian 
kingdom with a noble class is matched only by the great 
multitude of problems that arise from this model when one 
observes actual economic processes in Tonga. The 
established stratification system displays features 
characteristic of feudal systems yet such characterisation 
is inaccurate both in terms of a feudal mode of production 
and feudal polity. The sovereign, nobles, and titled 
attendants hold large areas of land but do not control or 
supervise the labour of their tenants. Politically the 
country is not fragmented but is centralized under the 
sovereign's state government. The economic content of this 
stratification system entails smallholder production and 
periodic transfer of gifts. The logic and imperatives of 
this asymmetrical gift system require elucidation.
Commodities have assumed increased importance in the 
everyday life of the islands over the past few decades. 
Commoditization is introducing fundamental changes in the 
relations between production and exchange. Globally 
commodity production is associated with stratification by 
class. Capitalist and feudal systems are generally seen to
2be in competition. In Tonga the specific character of 
current socio-economic change is defined not only by the 
peripheral position of the islands within the global system 
but also by the imperatives of the existing stratified 
order.
This thesis addresses a number of substantive and 
conceptual questions on the relationship between the 
changing economy and forms of social stratification in 
Tonga, which arose out of field researches in the northern, 
Vava'u Group of Islands. The result is strictly a view 
gained in the northern islands and concerns transformations 
between 1938, when Ernest and Pearl Beaglehole undertook 
ethnographic investigations in Pangai village and 1983, the 
second year of my work. Some additional data are taken from 
documentary sources, though uses of these are limited to 
allow economy in the presentation of argument.
The implications of this work are not merely academic. 
The Tongan Government recently convened an inquiry by a 
Lands Commission which is giving very serious thought to the 
problem of how to combine the special things that are Tongan 
- the honour of giving and caring ( 'of a) and performing 
one's duty (fatongia) with the desire to free the land and 
economy for the good things of development (faka I aka I aka) in 
the commercial sense.<1> I do not address these issues 
directly; the right to do so lies with the Tongan people 
themselves. It is hoped that this work will contribute some 
insight into the difficulties these people are experiencing 
in the late twentieth century.
3Identification of a Problem
The themes of this thesis are the articulation of gift 
and commodity relations, the competition between different 
systems of social stratification, and the relationship 
between production and distribution. My perspective on the 
problem developed as a consequence of experiences during the 
initial months of field work in early 1982. My initial plan 
had been to work in the central, Ha'apai Islands and to 
pursue problems of a more historical nature than the present 
study entails. I had been encouraged in this formulation by 
discussions in Canada and Australia with Dr. Sione Latükefu 
and his notes that ethnoh1stor 1 cal investigations of early 
times are still possible in these islands (Latukefu 1968).
I was seduced by Tonga's image as the only Oceanic polity 
that has never been internally governed by a foreign power, 
and sought closer acquaintance when a student from Ha'ano 
Island in the Ha'apai Group, with whom I began to study 
Tongan language in Canberra, said that some people on his 
island still were not using money. I now recognise that 
Tonga's colonial experience was primarily religious, through 
the influence of missions, rather than explicitly political; 
and that the maintenance of a subsistence economy in 
isolated villages is made possible precisely through money 
from the urban sector which subsidises the deficit in the 
rural budget.
At this early stage, however, I saw that Tonga was a 
classic case of what Fried (1967) terms "secondary state" 
development, where an instutlonalized political structure
4forms out of contact with established state systems. Fried 
advances the conceptualisation, but the precise mechanisms 
of such development remain unelaborated in his work. In 
Tonga, associated with this state formation was the creation 
of a peasantry which relied on a mode of subsistence 
combining fishing and horticulture with copra production. I 
sought to combine oral historical work on the early state 
formation as seen from the rural periphery with conventional 
ethnography into this Oceanic mode of subsistence.
Tropical Cyclone Isaac struck Tonga on 2-3 March 1982, 
five weeks after my arrival and wrought tremendous damage to 
the Ha'apai Islands. At this time I had just completed a 
reconnaissance and was preparing to to get established on 
Foa Island in the main chain of the Ha'apai Group. My 
experiences immediately following the cyclone forced me 
recognise that 1982 and 1983 were not going to be typical 
years in this area, and there would be problems with the 
reliability and availability of information. Subsequently 
the Ha'apai people were exempted from their annual 
presentations to the sovereign due to the disruption of the 
agricultural cycle and the annual round generally, which 
confirmed my suspicions. Not without some chagrin I left 
Foa to the hurricane relief teams, among whom the people I 
was meeting were prone to count myself, and relocated on 
Vava'u, which had not been affected so dramatically by the 
cyclone.
The Vava'u Group consists of one large raised coral 
island named 'Uta Vava'u and a number of smaller islands
5V A V A 'U  IS LA N D S ' S E T T LE M E N T





FangasitOQ ^ 3  Fonuaone one
Q Luatefito
0 2 4 6
K ilo m a traa
6fanning out to the south and west. The accompanying map 
shows village locations. All villages on 'Uta Vava'u are 
linked by road. Twelve of the small islands are inhabited. 
Today two of these, namely Pangaimotu where the Beagleholes 
worked and 'Utungake Island, are accessible by vehicle over 
narrow causeways.
I reconnoitred the smaller islands, where I anticipated 
finding a subsistence orientation, and spent several weeks 
in the island district. My basic premise here was that the 
further the distance from the central community of Neiafu 
(whose population at the 1976 census was 3,300 people) the 
less 'developed' the village economy would be. This 
approach had been employed by Lockwood (1971) and Finney 
(1965) for Samoa and the Society Islands respectively, and 
is a basic assumption of the so-called non-equivalent 
control group paradigm (cf. Brimm and Spain 1974). 
Villages were seen to be on a continuum defined by their 
distance from an urban centre with change more or less 
advanced depending on the village's proximity to or distance 
from the centre.
My observations in Vava'u did not substantiate this 
version of geographic determinism. On some islands, such as 
Nuapapu and Ofu, people still employed old fishing 
techniques such as communal drives using the uIoa or toho au 
(coconut frond seine) described by Pulu (1981:138-42). 
Residents themselves argued that in the villages one pursued 
daily life ta'e totongi (without paying), whereas in Neiafu 
and the nearby villages the way of life centred around nofo
7totongi (literally 'pay to live'). Yet there appeared to be 
a substantial imbalance in the population structure of most 
small island villages: many mothers and young children, 
some elderly people, proportionately few young or 
middle-aged people. The gardens contained cassava (manioke) 
almost exclusively, and were poorly maintained. Very few of 
the more esteemed cult igens such as yam ('ufi) or Alocasia 
ikape) were grown. This production pattern could not be 
attributed simply to the fact of the predominantly sandy 
soil (tou'one) in these islands because the plantations on 
Kape Island with loam soil (kelefatu) also displayed this 
bias. The import of these observations hit me most cogently 
on Ovaka Island.
Ovaka village is located on the north shore of the 
island facing 'Uta Vava'u. Residents described how the 
settlement had previously been on the south side of the 
island facing the extensive reef area which was a major 
source of food, and their ancestors were relatively 
self-sufficient from their own cultivations and reef 
fishing. Around 1920 the untitled chief of the island, Tu' i 
Halamaka, relocated the village on the north shore to allow 
easier access to Neiafu as the people were increasingly 
reliant on the port centre. Clearly this community, the 
most distant from Neiafu, did not represent the pristine 
situation. Ties of dependence to the regional centre and 
beyond were well advanced in Vava'u early this century. In 
a word, the village economy was commoditized.
Yet Tonga did not appear to exhibit the features most
8generally associated with commodity penetration: foreign 
investment, capitalist production, western class structure, 
extraction of profits from the toil of the local populace. 
Its renown rests on its identity as a kingdom with an old 
stratifact ion system uniting nobles and commoners, elaborate 
gift exchanges and kava rituals.
The questions which direct this analysis are: What is 
the locally specific structure of this commoditization 
process? Are there unseen classes? What is the 
relationship between the established system of 
stratification and the commodity economy? Are commodities 
entering the gift transactions which support the old system? 
If so, what are the cultural logic and the material 
realities of this articulation?
Baseline and Approach
These framing questions are best approached from a 
diachronic perspective. The Beaglehole ethnography 
Pangai Village in Tonga (1941) provides a sound 
ethnographic baseline for understanding recent 
transformations. The period of their work is just within 
the range of memory of living 'informants'. Thus it is 
possible to combine oral-historical information with 
documented data. Such a combination of sources allows cross 
checks on the accuracy of data as well as interaction 
between oral and written material to generate questions.
I take Pangai as the main case-study village for this 
investigation. While Tonga is relatively homogeneous
9culturally, there is considerable variation between villages 
and regions in terms of their immediate economic conditions. 
Some aspects of this variation are directly related to the 
system of social stratification. Pangai is located on an 
estate of the sovereign; other villages are on government 
and titleholder estates. I examine some aspects of this 
variation within the Vava'u Group. Areally, this work draws 
upon information from Pangai village and the Vava'u region.
The years between 1900 and 1965 are a period which 
Bollard (1974) characterises as conservative in terms of 
economic growth and ties to the global economy. Both 
Bollard (1974) and Marcus (1981) perceive the 1960s to have 
been a transitional period for the Tongan economy with the 
initiation of policies for commercial development, increased 
wage employment, and marketing opportunities. The time 
frame for this investigation thus commences in the 
conservative phase and moves into the transformative phase.
Alongside these changes, Tongan society continues to 
display a very 'traditional' appearance in certain contexts. 
The most impressive and specifically Tongan of the 
traditional phenomena are the elaborate rituals held 
annually on the sovereign's tour of his domains, and at 
weddings, funerals, and ceremonies at which heirs are 
installed to titles. Pangai tenants take gifts to the King 
each year and on ceremonial occasions such as marriages 
involving members of the royal family. To understand the 
society it is necessary to concentrate not only on these 
frozen moments of social life but also on the daily affairs
10
at the local level, and this is the approach taken in the 
thesis.
Some Concepts and Definitions
Certain concepts need to be introduced to assist 
understanding. The Tongan system of kinship and descent, is 
well described and analysed by Aoyagi (1961), Decktor Korn 
(1971, 1974), Kaeppler (1971), Morton (1972) and Rogers
(1975, 1977). Decktor Korn establishes the important point
that the ha'a which earlier writers such as Gifford (1929), 
Sahlins (1958) and Goldman (1970) had taken to be a 
patrilineal grouping of people at all levels in the society, 
is actually an optative stem kindred composed of persons of 
high rank. For commoners, the kainga, a bilateral kindred, 
and the famili, nuclear or extended family, are the 
significant kinship groupings. In passing, I would suggest 
that the exchanges between the kin groups on occasions of 
funerals and marriages may be seen as reciprocity for 
nurture, and for the reproductive powers of women. Such a 
view is supported by the observation that the valuables 
ngatu (painted tapa) and mats (fata) presented at marriages 
are received and retained by the females. These valuables
also are inherited by primogeniture in the female line.
These issues in the reproduction of the relations of
kinship, while clearly important to an understanding of the 
complete social economy, remain outside the field of this 
inquiry and will be pursued in future work.
Exchanges between village families are well covered and
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analyzed by Morton (1972) and are not explicitly examined 
here. A point to establish is that, in principle, 
reciprocity between kin groups, as groups, should be 
reasonably balanced in the long term. Asymmetrical 
transfer, by contrast, entails exchanges on principles of 
privilege and is imbalanced.
Sahlins, in his discussion of reciprocity and kinship 
rank, sees the chief generally conceptualized as a senior 
kinsman to his people: "chieftainship is ordinarily a 
relation of higher descent" (1972:205). Kinship seniority 
serves as an idiom for the relationship of Tongan fieldlords 
and tenants. The tenant group is termed the lord's kainga, 
which as noted above is the terms for an individual's 
kindred and broadest support group. Rogers points out that 
the noble may be referred to as fa’e 'mother' of his people, 
and this conceptualisation connotes ideas of caring and 
nurturance (Rogers 1975:2).
These idioms derive from the ancient system. The 
separation of Tongan fieflords and tenants, at least since 
the Constitution of 1875, is greater than the distance 
defined on principles of kinship and rank, as in the 
'primitive chieftainship' (Sahlins 1972:205). The 
historical development of the modern 'gentry' out of the 
ancient system of aristocracy and rank has been very well 
illuminated by Marcus (1975/1980). The central point for 
our purposes is that the conqueror Taufa'ahau Tupou I 
redefined the upper stratum of the society on a legal basis 
when he created nobles and matapule with fiefs. Because the
12
objective basis of their power is their control of estates 
of land, I have adopted the terms 'fieflord' and 
'fiefholder' to refer collectively to the sovereign (hau), 
thirty-three nobles (nopele), and six attendants (matapule) 
with fiefs. (Mata: 'eyes’, 'face'; pule: 'leader'; 
literally 'eyes of the leader'.)
These great landlords are not a 'class' in the 
analytical sense that this term is used in political 
economy. The lords do not effectively command tenant labour 
nor control the products of that labour. Among Tongan 
commoners the labour time necessary to feed and reproduce 
their families is spent working for themselves.
The stratified organization defined during the colonial 
era more closely approximates a system of stratification by 
Estate, where divisions of people in the society possess 
different jural rights.<2> The lords possess: 1. special 
rights in fiefs of land, 2. the right to receive offerings 
of kavenga from their tenants, 3. privileged rights of 
representation in parliament, 4. the right to marry first 
and second cousins (a non-marrlageable kin for commoners), 
and 5. the right to receive special deference including 
being addressed by distinct vocabularies of terms for the 
monarch and for nobles (which children learn in school).
I employ the term Estate in this thesis to refer to the 
legally differentiated strata, however, I would emphasise 
that because the system derives from a particular 
articulation of an old Estate system with the constitutional 
law which developed largely from British law of the
13
mid-1800s, these strata are not full Estates. This point is 
most important in relation to practices concerning land and 
the periodic offerings for smallholdings. Where a tenant's 
land is legally registered, the lords do not have power of 
sanction against avoidance of these obligations. Since the 
attribute of sanction is not present, the right to receive 
valuables as 'rent' on smallholdings is not a legal right. 
The term Estate aids exposition and is a useful counterpoint 
to class. It must be given precise meaning in the Tongan 
context.< 3 >
Advanced commodity production is associated with the 
development of class structure of wage labourers and 
capitalists. A reading of selections from Grundrisse (1857) 
and Volume One of Capital (1867) yields a working definition 
of developed cap i talist-proletar lat class structure for the 
production of commodities. The proletariat are 1. divorced 
from the means of production and reproduction, hence 2. 
sell their labour power as a commodity in 3. the production 
of goods for sale (commodities), by which process they 4. 
produce surplus value which is controlled by the capitalist. 
The capitalist class 1. holds these productive and 
reproductive means, on the basis of which they 2. buy the 
labour of others, and from the sale of products 3. derive 
the surplus value of that labour, and hence are able to 4. 
reproduce these relations of production by the continued 
reinvestment of this surplus labour value.
As I understand the model, all of these conditions must 
be met before we may speak of developed capitalist class
14
s t r u c t u r e .  The  p r a c t i c e  o f  wage  l a b o u r  i t s e l f ,  f o r  
i n s t a n c e ,  d o e s  n o t  d e f i n e  a w o r k e r  a s  t r u e  p r o l e t a r i a t  
u n l e s s  t h e  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  p r e s e n t .  I e m p l o y  t h e s e  
f o r m u l a t i o n s  a s  a d e f i n i t i o n  f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  l a b o u r  
c a t e g o r i e s  i n  P a n g a i  v i l l a g e .
The  s o c i a l  b a s e s  o f  g i f t  r e l a t i o n s  a n d  c o m m o d i t y  
r e l a t i o n s  d i f f e r  i n  f u n d a m e n t a l  w a y s .  G i f t  e x c h a n g e  e n t a i l s  
m u t u a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  p a r t i e s  t o  t h e  t r a n s a c t i o n ,  a 
u n i t y  b e t w e e n  p e o p l e  a n d  p e o p l e ,  a n d  p e o p l e  a n d  t h e  o b j e c t s  
e x c h a n g e d .  T r a n s a c t i o n  by  g i f t  i s  a n  e x c h a n g e  b e t w e e n  
p e o p l e  who a r e  i n  a s t a t e  o f  r e c i p r o c a l  d e p e n d e n c e  ( Ma u s s  
1 9 2 5 ) .  Co mm o d i t y  e x c h a n g e s ,  by  c o n t r a s t  a r e  d e t a c h e d .  Th e y  
a r e  o b j e c t i v e  t r a n s a c t i o n s  b e t w e e n  p e o p l e  who s t r u c t u r a l l y  
a r e  e s t r a n g e d .  Co mmo d i t y  i m p l i e s  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  p e o p l e  f r o m  
p e o p l e ,  a n d  p e o p l e  f r o m  o b j e c t s  ( c f .  G r e g o r y  1 9 8 2 ) .  T h e s e  
d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  a b s t r a c t i o n s ,  t o o l s  f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .
The  a b o v e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  g i f t  a n d  c o m m o d i t y  t r a n s f e r  
n e c e s s i t a t e  a d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  t y p e s  o f  e x c h a n g e - v a l u e , 
w h i c h  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
p r o d u c t i o n  a n d  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  Co mmo d i t y  may be  d e f i n e d  a s  a 
u s e - v a l u e  p r o d u c e d  f o r  e x c h a n g e  ( c f .  G r e g o r y  1 9 8 2 : 1 0 ;  
K i t c h i n g  1 9 7 7 : 5 6 ) .  T h i s  m a r x i a n  d e f i n i t i o n  h a i l s  f r o m  t h e  
s p e c i f i c  p r o b l e m a t i q u e  w h e r e  Mar x  s o u g h t  t o  a n a l y z e  t h e  
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  c a p i t a l i s m  i n  E u r o p e ,  w h e r e  t h e  m a i n  
t r a d i t i o n a l  v a l u a b l e  was  g o l d  w h i c h  b e c a m e  t h e  s t a n d a r d  o f  
v a l u e ;  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  r e q u i r e s  f u r t h e r  r e f i n e m e n t  f o r  
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l  p u r p o s e s .  P a u l  a n d  L a u r a  B o h a n n a n ' s  c l a s s i c  
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  s p h e r e s  o f  e x c h a n g e  ( c f .  B o h a n n a n  1 9 5 5 ,  1 9 5 9 )
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draws attention to differences we must recognise here. 
Among Vava'u people, traditional valuables are seldom 
exchanged for things of everyday use-value or for money 
(which has no intrinsic value but is a mediator). The 
larger grades of kava root and pigs are seldom sold. 
Conventionally women feel ashamed to sell mats (fata) and 
painted tapa ingatu). This applies particularly to people 
of high rank. These items are sold to Europeans who are 
outside the system. Only very slowly are Tongans starting 
to use them as commodities themselves.
The essential point is that these valuables are 
primarily items with gift-value, whereas common items have 
exchange-value in the commodity circuit. As I have 
suggested, the circuits are not fully intact and closed, 
valuables may be converted to money and to general 
use-values, but in general such conversion is done at a cost 
to the status of the person selling. To speak simply of 
1 exchange-value' , then, is inadequate. We must keep in mind 
which circuit the item moves in. A solution is simply to 
designate gift-value and market-value as two poles on a 
gradient to represent types of exchange-value. Painted tapa 
is at one end, plastic toys are at the other. The overlap 
of spheres of exchange varies in relation to rank and wealth 
of transactors, and is changing through time. Gift and 
commodity, gift-value and market-value, are thus poles on a 
continuum representing variation in the culture of objects 
and values .
Items with market exchange value (commodities) can be
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converted into capital. Hence their value may be used in 
production to buy material inputs and labour. Valuables 
that are culturally defined as having gift-value are not 
transferred to the commodity circuit. By cultural 
prescription, these items are not useful for production 
because they are not converted into material inputs and 
commodity labour.
I suggest that in Tongan society the circulation of 
gift-values serves to reproduce the relations of 
stratification. In capitalism and class stratification, the 
circulation of commodity-value reproduces capitalist-worker 
class relations. To analyze shifting relationships we look 
at changes in the distribution patterns. The general need 
for such a focus has been supported by Gudeman (1978), who 
defines 'distribution' as
how the total product in a society is apportioned 
to different social positions in what quantities 
and for what purposes ... the task ... is to 
locate and specify culturally different patterns 
of distribution and to determine the forces that 
underlie them (Gudeman 1978:349).
By analysis of the patterns of distribution we may apprehend 
transformations in the relations of production and 
reproduction in the specific social economy:
The distinctive characteristic of self-sustaining 
systems is exactly their lack of growth through 
productive use of the surplus. Reproduction of 
the producers, with the exception of certain forms 
of slavery, is a requirement of any system, but 
strict reproduction of the system itself is the 
end of certain economies only (1978:367)
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We will consider how transfers in the gift circuit and
commodity circuit respectively are linked to
self-sustenance, growth and change in the social economy of
Vava'u.
Distributional patterns are linked to specific 
relations of power and subordination in the society. 
Gregory writes of inter-clan gift transactions in Papua New 
Guinea:
gift exchange is a means by which the relations of 
domination and control are established in clan-based society (Gregory 1982:19).
The focus in this work is on vertical transactions between 
strata. Gregory's insight suggests that asymmetrical gift 
transfers are a means by which upper strata dominate and 
subordinate lower strata. We will attempt to comprehend the 
logic of asymmetrical gift transfers in consideration of 
ideas of reciprocity and the imperatives of privilege.
Order of Procedure
Chapter II of the thesis is historical in focus and 
reconstructs aspects of relations concerning access to land 
in Vava'u at the time of the Beagleholes' work. It attempts 
to go beyond the 'noble view' of land tenure as primarily 
engaging 'chiefs' and 'commoners' and show that among the 
rural population general use-right in land has provided 
garden land for many people. The acquisition of land from 
lords required presentation of gifts in conditions 
reminiscent of Firth's 'forced exchange' (1965). These
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solicitary gifts appear as an alternative to direct request 
or confrontation. I argue that these transactions are 
understandable on the premise that the smallholding itself 
is a gift of land to the tenant. This chapter also serves 
to provide an ethnographic orientation on Vava'u economy and 
society.
Chapter III analyses gift transactions engaging tenants 
and lords by examining conditions on the three types of 
estate of land (sovereign, titleholder and government) 
throughout the Group. The gifts to solicit land today are 
transfers of money, and are the only way that lords can 
convert their land into substantial cash. Annual 
presentations or 'rent' on government estates are in the 
form of money as prescribed in statute, but fieflords 
require rent in valuables which they give again at 
ceremonial exchanges where money is useless.
These gift transfers between tenants and lords are 
paralleled in transactions of parishioners with the 
churches. The churches in Tonga show some attributes of an 
Estate, having special rights in land and the right to 
receive kavenga. The church congregation is termed kainga 
like the lord's tenant group. This is a highly significant 
parallel. However, the relationships of congregations and 
churches are the subject of separate inquiry being pursued 
by K. Lofstrom and T. Gordon, who were conducting 
fieldwork in Tonga during my time there on the Wesleyan and 
Mormon churches respectively. At the conclusion of the 
chapter I merely note the main parallels of gifts to lords
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and gifts to churches, which I bring into later discussion.
Chapter IV examines the conditions surrounding 
generalized use-right in land at the present time. I 
describe the pattern of land distribution in Pangai in 
comparison to other localities in the Vava'u Group. I 
compare patterns of use-right in Pangai, with patterns under 
less-commoditized conditions, drawing upon Rogers' detailed 
land-use data for Falehau, Niuatoputapu (Rogers 1975). The 
conclusion of this analysis is that with commercialization, 
use-right in land tends to narrow to agnates and affines. 
Amity and distant kinship are no longer sufficient bases for 
acquiring land and it is the decline in use-right, rather 
than shortage of legal allotments, which can create a truly 
'landless' category in Vava'u. These findings receive 
support in Ward's work on land access in Fiji (Ward 1965, 
1984), and relate to the larger question of the importance 
attributed to shortage of land in Tonga, which I consider in 
the concluding discussion of the work.
Chapter V concerns stratification and labour relations, 
first examining whether lords use tenant labour to produce 
commodities. There is no substantial appropriation of the 
labour of fief residents which supports demesne production. 
Lords rely on domestic and individual ties and wage workers 
to produce on their holdings.
I then question whether separation from the land is 
leading to the development of caplta1lst-worker divisions at 
the village level. I analyse the work situations of a 
random sample of Pangai families to determine whether a
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class structure has developed in the community. "Proper" 
class differentiation is not observed. Producers rely on 
domestic labour as well as occasional wage labour. 
Diversity of income is the norm. Men without land often 
seek alternative means of production, such as fishing gear, 
and tap a market available in the village connection to the 
por t centre.
Chapter VI starts with an ethnographic examination of 
the inputs to production where subsistence and copra 
predominated. These enterprises require very low material 
inputs by the producer. The old marriage between this 
system of production and asymetrical gift presentation was 
thus a relatively harmonious relationship. Introduced 
methods of production involve labour costs and material 
inputs, which contrast markedly with the older system. 
Commodity production today requires villagers to allocate a 
greater proportion of the net product into the production 
process. Vava'u producers have access to formal sector 
funds, but available data on loans suggest that production 
for many growers is not leading to self-generating growth 
through a rotation of capital. Many producers in the 
villages borrow repeatedly each year, which highlights 
central questions about the relationship between gift and 
commodity circuits.
Chapter VII connects the various elements in the 
process of transformation whereby property is becoming more 
commoditized and summarises the concomitant changes in 
rights of use with respect to land, people and things. I
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critique the view that land shortage is the larger source of 
economic pressure in Tonga, and suggest that many problems 
are institutionally-created, not economically or 
demographically determined. The concluding section proposes 
that in the Tongan conceptualisation, social and economic 
relations entail complementarity and acts of giving bring
nourishment to land and life.
LAND AND HIERARCHY IN PRE-WAR VAVA'Ü
In the study of Polynesian societies the idea that 
stratification defines economic rights and privileges has 
diverted attention from the part played by other 
relationships. Centre-periphery connections are important 
and support chiefly power; yet locally, common ties of 
amity and kinship structure resource allocation and rights 
to produce. These relationships are articulated with the 
system of stratification and overcome some of the problems 
created for commoners by the closed, hierarchical order.
Tonga is the most highly centralized of the Polynesian 
states. The present chapter reconstructs the social 
conditions surrounding access to land in Vava'u, in northern 
Tonga, during the early twentieth century. This period is 
just within the range of memory of living informants and the 
reconstruction draws on oral-historical material which I 
recorded in and around Pangai, along with some material from 
archival sources.
Tonga has a very singular land tenure system which 
combines rights to fiefs for the monarch and a small stratum 
of titleholders with a franchise for grants of allotments to 
all adult males. This tiered system involves villagers in 
relations with the monarch, whose seat of power is in
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I N u k u ' a l o f a ,  190 m i l e s  s o u t h  o f  V a v a ' u ,  and  w i t h  t h e  
e n f e o f f e d  l o r d s ,  some o f  whom l i v e  on t h e i r  f i e f s  w h i l e  
• o t h e r s  r e s i d e  i n  N u k u ' a l o f a .  B e a g l e h o l e  ( 1 9 4 1 )  p o r t r a y e d  
P a n g a i  a s  b e i n g  f a i r l y  i s o l a t e d  e c o n o m i c a l l y ,  w h i c h  s e e me d  
t o  p o s e  p r o b l e m s  i n  v i e w o f  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  l a n d  
s y s t e m .  So a s  p a r t  o f  my a s s e s s m e n t  o f  B e a g l e h o l e ’ s 
s t a t e m e n t s  a b o u t  P a n g a i ' s  1938 economy I g a v e  some e m p h a s i s  
t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  r e l a t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  l a n d .
Toda y  many men do n o t  h o l d  t h e i r  l e g a l  e n t i t l e m e n t s .  
T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  g e n e r a l l y  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  s h o r t a g e  o f  
l a n d  r e l a t i v e  t o  p o p u l a t i o n  s i z e ,  a nd  t h i s  s h o r t a g e  i s  
i n d e e d  one  c a u s e .  C l o s e  e x a m i n a t i o n  r e v e a l s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r i g h t s  t o  l a n d  a l s o  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e  
l a c k  o f  g r a n t s .  The p o p u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  V a v a ' u  Gr oup  t o d a y  i s  
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 5 , 0 0 0  p e o p l e  ( 1 5 , 0 6 8  a t  t h e  1976 C e n s u s ) ;  
t h e  number  f o r  P a n g a i  v i l l a g e  f l u c t u a t e s  a r o u n d  590 p e o p l e .  
In 1 9 3 8 - 3 9  t h e  f i g u r e s  we r e  8 , 1 9 9  p e o p l e  and  265 p e o p l e  
r e s p e c t i v e l y . < 1 >  The V a v a ' u  p o p u l a t i o n  h a s  a l m o s t  d o u b l e d  
i n  f o r t y - f i v e  y e a r s ;  t h e  P a n g a i  v i l l a g e  p o p u l a t i o n  i s  
g r e a t e r  t h a n  t w i c e  t h e  p r e - w a r  f i g u r e .
In t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  t a l k i n g  t o  o l d e r  P a n g a i  p e o p l e  a b o u t  
l a n d  i n  t h e  p r e - w a r  p e r i o d  I d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  many men a t  
t h a t  t i me  u s e d  l a n d  b e l o n g i n g  t o  k i n ,  a f f i n e s  a n d  f r i e n d s .  
In a d d i t i o n ,  commone r s  made g i f t s  o f  p r o d u c e  and  a n i m a l s  t o  
s o l i c i t  l a n d  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  we r e  l e g a l l y  e n t i t l e d  a s  a g r a n t .  
In t h i s  c h a p t e r  I c o n s i d e r  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s .
S t r a t i f i c a t i o n  i n f e r s  c o n f l i c t s  o f  i n t e r e s t .  The 
i n e q u a l i t y  o f  r i g h t s  t o  l a n d  p r e s e n t e d  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r
confrontation. It is part of my argument that the 
institutions of gift presentation and of land sharing 
pre-empted such confrontation.
The Historical Setting
The baseline period for this study is the years between 
the two world wars and these years constituted a particular 
phase in Tongan social history. Queen Salote Tupou III 
ascended the throne in 1918, becoming Head of State and 
President of the Privy Council of the Government of Tonga. 
Prince Consort Tungi occupied the Office of Premier and 
shared the leadership of the state with Salote until his 
death in 1941. Salote's right to rule obtained from 
patrimony of the title of supreme hau (conqueror, champion, 
victor). The title was secured for the Tupou dynasty by 
Salote's great-great-grandfather Taufa'ahau Tupou I. 
Tungi's right derived from his marriage to Salote and his 
position as the highest ranking male in his generation (see 
Wood Ellem 1973 : 166 ) .
Foreign private traders controlled the export of copra 
from Tonga until World War II, when British subjects in 
Tonga were relocated in New Zealand and the German and 
Japanese traders either departed or were interned. In 1942 
the government established the Tongan Commodities Board, 
whose 'Copra Division' took over the marketing of that 
product. Ostensibly the Board was established to protect 
Tongan business people. There have been no independent 
middle men under the Board. Unlike the foreign traders, the
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Commodities Board pads losses due to fluctuations in price 
and market demand, and grants bonuses to growers during good 
years. The cutting and sale of surplus coconut meat was the 
principal source of cash income to Pangai villagers during 
the 1930s. Since World War II, and particularly since the 
accession to the throne of Tupou IV in 1967, the monetary 
component of the economy has diversified.
The inter-war period was one hundred years after the 
successful transplantation of Christianity, the associated 
establishment of schools, the introduction of business, and 
the initial moves by Taufa'ahau Tupou I to remove the powers 
of the local chiefs. This latter process continued into the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and reduced 
the stratum of landed titleholders to thirty-three nobles 
and six matapule with estates of land. The monarch and the 
titled fiefholders also appoint matapule, who have special 
ceremonial rights and who often liase for commoners wishing 
to submit formal requests to their fiefholder. The land 
rights of these ordinary matapule are not markedly different 
from those of commoner males.
The principle of individual tenure to land had weakened 
the mutual dependence within the agnatic unit (fa'ahinga) 
and the range of authority of its head iulumotu'a). During 
the twentieth century the ulumotu'a position has been 
manifest in ceremony, and along with his sister the head has 
exercised judgement in decisions over marriages of younger 
relatives. But since the early twentieth century, married 
couples with children have tended to reside separately.
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Beaglehole surveyed the forty-four households in Pangai and, 
omitting three single-person units, calculated a mean 
household size of 6.5 persons (Beaglehole 1941:69). In 
horticultural production, adult males maintained individual 
plantations in association with temporary cooperative work 
groups. Membership in these groups was based on friendship 
and church affiliation as well as on kinship connections.
'Unchanged* and 'Self-Contained': The Classical 
Anthropological Portraits of Tongan Contact Economy
Anthropological accounts based on field work in pre-war 
Tonga are to be found in the materials assembled by the 
Beagleholes and those of E.W. Gifford. Gifford's Tongan 
researches were carried out as part of the Bernice P. Bishop 
Museum (Hawaii) Bayard Dominick Expedition and aimed 
primarily at salvaging information on early Tonga. 
Gifford's Tongan Society (1929) is a product of that 
concern. A separate article entitled 'Euro-American 
Acculturation in Tonga' (1924) deals with the configuration 
of Tongan culture and intrusive elements in 1920-1921, the 
time of Gifford's visit.
Upon reading the essay I was concerned by Gifford's 
statement that in the 1920s "the underlying economic basis 
of life remains the same as in heathen days" (1924:292). In 
terms of the work in which Gifford was primarily engaged and 
the dominant intellectual climate of the day this assertion 
is not atypical. Tongan villagers in particular (many of 
the elite espoused European styles of consumption) continued 
to subsist by root crop horticulture. To Gifford, the
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continued predominance of this mode of subsistence probably 
amounted to the "economic basis of life". This was the 
illusion of the day: in the village, leaving aside material 
culture, Christianity and the absence of warfare, the 
situation was deemed "traditional". In a paper that 
purports to deal with acculturation the statement is 
distracting, but it tumbles when confronted with just a 
cotuple of points contrasting the ancient Tongan political 
economy with the situation in the early twentieth century. 
Before the regional warfare that erupted intermittently 
between 1797 and 1852, Tongatapu cultivators dwelt in 
dispersed hamlets (the question is still open for Vava'u); 
they subsequently aggregated into villages for protection. 
Gifford was aware of this transition (1924:286). The 
ancient system of 'rent' obliged commoners to present to 
their chief and landlord a portion of the first fruits of 
their harvests and sometimes the first catch of marine 
products (it appears that this latter prestation was most 
important with seasonal fish and esteemed items such as 
turtle). Chiefs possessed the right to freely appropriate 
commoners' property. A series of legal enactments during 
the 1800s removed this right of appropriation. Depending on 
the category of landlord, the primary form of rent may be a 
payment of money.
I re-emphasise at this juncture that there is a paradox 
here, however: rights to land are defined in statute but 
tenants continue today to make presentations to their 
fieflords in return for land. These transactions on one
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dimension recognise the realities of fieflord possession. 
TThey are necessary also, I argue in chapter III, as the 
rmeans by which the lords participate in ceremonial exchanges 
t:o validate their positions.
Changes to the land tenure system during the 1800s were 
comprehensive; the forms of rent were but one area. 
Clifford notes some of these changes. Internal evidence by 
iitself refutes Gifford's statement about the lack of change 
im the Tongan economy. The Tongan economy in the 1920s was 
mot as close to its earlier state as Gifford conceived.
Beaglehole's primary concern, in contrast to that of 
Clifford, was with the contemporaneous culture and social 
organization. I had carried a copy of Beaglehole's Pangai 
w/ith me to Tonga, and as recounted decided to take Pangai as 
t:he main case-study village with the design that I would use 
t:he Beaglehole material to establish a baseline and so 
ainalyse change between 1938 and 1983.
There are limitations to the Beaglehole material. 
T’heir trip was short, only seven weeks, though both Ernest 
aind Pearl were very experienced fieldworkers. In view of 
t.he limitations under which they worked, and as a point of 
ssound practice anyway, it was important to appraise 
Bieaglehole's perception of the socio-economic situation in 
V'ava'u, so I started questioning older Pangai people about 
economic relationships current in the 1930s.
I mused over Beaglehole's statement: "Pangai is a 
relatively self-contained economic unit" (1941:10). This 
description runs contrary to all our images of villages in
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centralized Polynesian polities, linked through pooling and 
redistribution. It also fails to fit the conceptual 
piortrait of a peasant society; the statement implies the 
aibsence of a larger incorporating system, the lack of claim 
o>n cultivators' labour (to yield 'rent') by an outside 
eilite, and the absence of production of surplus for market. 
WJe now know that a focus on the village as the universe for 
amalysis often obscures important relationships. So I noted 
t.he simple question: In what ways was the Pangai village 
eiconomy self-contained, and in what ways was it not? From 
this elementary query I derived specific questions, many of 
w/hich focused on land tenure.
In one limited sense Beaglehole's conception is 
correct. The immediate organization of production, mostly 
cooperative work groups and individual labour, as well as 
t:he most regular types of transfer of goods, did involve 
P’angai villagers alone. On other types of material 
exchange, however, the statement is misleading. 
Particularly notable in this context was the very formalised 
relationship between adult 'brothers' and 'sisters', who 
exchanged food for wealth goods at specific times of the 
year. Opposite sex-siblings were often separated, given the 
ntorms of virilocal residence.
In terms of access to land, however, Beaglehole's 
aissertion that the economy was self-contained probably 
results, on the one hand, from a simple data access problem 
occasioned by the brevity of the visit. On the other, it 
reflects a conceptual problem whereby land tenure is seen as
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a given, in terms of which local economic relationships are 
organized. That is, the land system is taken to be a 
preformative element in the economy which qualifies the 
condition of what follows but is not itself reconstructed 
through the interrelation of elements. In 1938, the village 
of Pangai was not as economically detached as Beaglehole 
portrayed it to be.
In early twentieth-century Tonga the principles of 
access to land were more multiplex than our notions of 
highly centralised, stratified systems might have us 
presume. Relations with titleholders did provide land, and 
these relations took special forms consistent with 
principles of social differentiation and gift economy. But 
the directives of Tongan statutes about land ran contrary to 
fiefholders' interests. Rather than confront these issues 
through conflict or litigation, Tongan commoners of the 
pre-war period employed strategies of systematic gift 
presentation and practised alternative modes of access.
Levels of Tenure
Land was the main productive resource in pre-war Tonga. 
Money as capital had assumed only a limited role. Then, as 
now, fishing was important on the small islands; but, to 
the Tongan, real food, me'akai, is the starchy tubers - yam, 
sweet potato, taro, manioc, and giant taro (At ocasia) - plus 
plantains. Foods of the second class, hi hi, which include 
fish, serve mainly to enhance products of the land.
All land belongs to the sovereign by virtue of his or
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her position as supreme hau. The right of conquest is 
recognized in ceremony with the presentation of the tali tu 
'uta, a prescribed set of products ritually offered when the 
monarch visits Vava'u. In one presentation which I attended 
in August 1983 the enumeration of food gifts presented was 
concluded with the statement:
Kuo tukunga t onu e f at ongia e f a k a IoIo e hau.
The responsibility for appeasement of the victor is
well done.
Under the sovereign, all of the land in Tonga is 
divided into fiefs, termed tofi'a, of which there are three 
types: royal, titleholder, and government (also referred to 
as crown lands). Pangai is located on a tofi'a of the 
monarch known as Pangaimotu (motu=island). This monarch's 
fief comprises the larger part of the island Pangaimotu, the 
remainder of which is divided between the matapule 
Motu'apuaka, the noble Tuita, the noble 'Ulukalala,<2> and 
the government. A map of Pangaimotu and allotments on the 
sovereign's estate is presented below.
Text law provided for access to land by commoner males. 
Women held land under very restricted circumstances. 
Statute specified that the holder of a tofi'a should allot 
3.34 hectare (8.25 acre) sections to males aged sixteen 
years and over. These grants should be registered with the 
Minister of Lands, whose representative in Vava'u is the 
Governor of Vava'u. It further specified that the tenant 
should pay, for the allotment, eight shillings<3> per annum
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rent to the Ministry of Lands, which was to pass the funds 
to the relevant fiefholder. The allotment i’api tukuhau) 
could revert to the fiefholder under certain circumstances, 
otherwise the tenant possessed the right of permanent 
occupation and the right to transmit the land to his eldest 
son .
The central paradox in the relations between commoners
and fiefholders concerning land is that tenants continue to
make gifts to fiefholders despite the fact that the Vava'u
Code of 1839, the 1850 Code of Laws, the Emancipation Edict
of 1865, and the 1875 Constitution of Tonga established that
commoners possessed full control over the products of their
land (see especially Latukefu 1975).
The principal occasions for the presentation of gifts
to Queen Salote and to titleholders were the sovereign’s
annual tour through her domain, other visits of the monarch
to Vava'u, and birthdays, weddings and funerals of members
of the royal family and nobility. Fatongia ('duty',
'obligation') and kavenga ('burden', 'load',
'responsibility') are the words used to refer to the
obligations to make these prestations. During our
discussion of these transactions, one elderly man explained:
The people want to do the fatongia, we want to 
obey the King as this is the soil of the King. 
Taüfa'ähau Tupou I divided the land to the nobles 
and gave the law to this land. All the people 
must keep the law and are free to do what they 
want to do. We do our fatongia for the land.
As we shall see in chapter III, there is an association,
which continues today, between what type of fief the
commoner resides upon, that is, royal, government, or
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titleholder, and the forms of the fatongia, which on one 
dimension is a payment of 'rent'. The tenants on sovereign 
and titleholder fiefs generally paid no lease money but 
submitted produce upon demand from the landlord. One man 
holding land on a noble fief recalled that at the time he 
acquired his allotment in 1940 the noble instructed his 
people:
Ha I a e totongi IisI , fai fatongia ki he Tu'i.
No lease payment, just do the duty to the Queen.
Where the fiefholder lived locally, it was customary 
for cultivators to present a portion of their first 
harvests. An offering portion of the first harvest is 
termed polopolo; this prestation was particularly important 
on the occasion of the yam harvest. Polopolo were also sent 
to the resident minister (faifekau - Protestant, pate I e - 
Roman Catholic), the father's sister (meheki tanga), and a 
man's own sister (tuofefine). Informants stated that each 
received the same amount. In this context the fiefholder 
was referred to as 'eiki ‘o e fonua - 'the lord of the 
land ' .
Gifts for Land
The conventional strategy for acquiring an allotment, 
outside of inheritance, hinged upon making gifts to the 
fiefholder or his local representative until a feeling of 
return obligation induced the landlord to grant a piece of
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land. The following is an account which an old woman of a
Pangai family related about how her husband obtained an
allotment on a noble fief in 1938; it is the most detailed
account I have for that period:
There was a famine in Vava'u. The Hihifo district 
was the best place to grow food [due to soil type, 
precipitation, etc.]. My husband went on horse to 
a western village taking a kava tafuni [this is 
the form of kava you take to a titleholder - skin 
removed, dried but not broken up into a bundle, a 
whole dried kava root]. The noble was very 
surprised to see my husband. The kava root was a 
very large one, eighteen inches around the root.
Now the usual way in Tonga is that when someone 
brings a root, the recipient calls his daughter to 
serve as tou'a and visitor and host drink
together. But this time the noble didn't want to 
drink that one but to save it; he brought in a 
different root. This day that my husband took the 
giant kava root to the noble he spoke to the noble 
about land. My husband explained that the land in 
Pangaimotu is not rich and he asked the noble for 
a piece of land on his Hihifo tofi’a. The noble 
heard the request and replied that yes he would 
give him a piece of land, and he gave him some 
food to take home. My husband came back to 
Pangai, got a puaka toho [pig of the largest
grade] and two or three days later took this puaka
to the noble. On the same day they went and
registered the allotment at the Governor's Office.
The name of this ’api is 'Maiva'.
After the puaka toho, my husband took
presentations to the noble many times, especially
fish. He went back and forth many times. I
remember very clearly one day when we were sitting 
at the house in Pangai and T., who was a good 
fisherman, came up the road for Ano beach on his 
horse with a large fish across the horse's back in
front of his knees (a shark four to five feet in
length). Seeing the fisherman, my husband went 
out and stopped him on the road and purchased the 
fish from him. He took this fish to the noble 
over in the western district. At other times he 
took two or three very large grouper.
The family went to the noble on New Year's Day and 
my husband took a case of twelve bottles of gin 
and some beer and gave them to the noble. The 
noble had some food prepared and our family stayed 
all day and night and all the next day and they 
[the men] had a party. We also took some 
European-style cakes and puddings from Pangai for
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this New Year's party, plus a piece of ngatu.
We kept visiting after the party and presenting 
more food and finally became good friends with the 
noble. Eventually we moved onto the allotment and 
started planting there. This was in 1940 or 1941.
Every Saturday we took food and firewood to the 
noble and his wife.
A son of the Pangai couple who is now aged in his forties 
and who presently works the allotment referred to the method 
with the words:
Ko Ie 'api , 'alu mo e puaka.
To solicit an allotment, go with a pig.
Requests for land on government fiefs were made to the 
Governor of Vava'u residing in Neiafu, in his capacity as 
regional representative of the Minister of Lands. On the
Queen's fiefs, such as Pangai, the application was made
through her matäpule. These requests were conventionally 
preceded by the presentation of a gift to the Governor or 
the matapule. The preferred gift was a pig.
The strategy resembles what Firth has termed "forced 
exchange" (1965: 316). Firth found that, on Tikopia, this
mode of approach was employed when a person went to apply 
"to someone not of his own kin" (1965:316). The applicant 
presented a gift and then made the request. Even if a 
recipient was inwardly unwilling, they were likely to submit 
to the request so that the other should not go away with
loss of face. In Tonga, as Firth found on Tikopia, it
usually works.
In general, systematic gift giving was not discouraged
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by the £iefholders, the governors, or the matapule. Statute 
does not require the transfer of gifts to obtain land, but 
gift transfer is an underlying principle of access. In the 
view of Tongans with whom I discussed the method, the 
prestation and associated speech were designed to 
faka I angiI angi the one approached (langi - 'sky'; 
faka I angiI angi - 'to make to feel elevated'), and so induce 
him to accede to the request. The specific term for the 
gift in this context is takitaki. While this term is 
sometimes translated as 'bribe', in these social contexts it 
is best considered as a strategic prestation.
Final control over the allocation of land on the fief 
of Pangai rested with Queen Salote in Nuku'alofa. One case 
to illustrate is as follows. In the land registry book for 
Pangai I came across the following entry: "T.T. dead ... 
has a grandson in Nuku'alofa. Ask Queen Salote about giving 
the 'api to the grandson." I brought up this case in 
discussion with some older people in Pangai. The man T.T. 
had died without a son. His one daughter had produced a son 
in wedlock. The law does provide for transfer of land 
through a female link if the woman's husband holds no land 
for the son. After T.T. died, however, the fiefholder gave 
the Pangai allotment to her own nurse and the nurse's 
husband. The nurse was from Neiafu; the pair lived in 
Nuku'alofa. T.T.'s family had tried to get the land for the 
grandson but was unsuccessful. An elderly lady contributed 
the remark: "Whoever Queen Salote gives it to, that's it. 
No one can change it. But they did try, never got it back."
37
"Did the grandson ever come back to Pangai?" "No, he stayed 
in Nuku'alofa. If he got the 'api maybe he would have come 
back." From Nuku'alofa, the monarch exercised control over 
the basic economic resource in Pangai.
Trader Access
Tongan land may not be truly alienated from the Crown 
under any circumstances. The law did provide, though, for 
commercial leases of fief lands. Applications for leases 
were judged by the Privy Council. In the 1930s the Privy 
Council posts were held by Tongans and expatriate Europeans 
appointed by Queen Salote. The term of leases for business 
purposes was thirty years; for agricultural purposes the 
limit was ninety-nine years.
Individual allotment holders were permitted to lease 
out parts of town allotments but not agricultural 
allotments. The application procedure for leasing common 
town plots was the same as for leasing fief land. Leasing 
of village lots appears to have been rare in Vava'u. The 
incentive to an allotment holder to surrender land 
temporarily to commercial lease was either close personal 
relationship to the lessee, and/or an advance cash or gift 
settlement between the holder and the lessee.
There were no registered commercial leases on the fief 
of Pangai in the 1930s, though there were two leases 
totalling 6.24 hectares (15.8 acres) by an E. Shulke on the 
neighbouring noble fief of 'Utungake, as shown on the 
following map. Unlike the situation in many colonial
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p o s s e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  P a c i f i c ,  T o n g a  saw no  p l a n t a t i o n  
a g r i c u l t u r e  o f  a n y  l a r g e  s c a l e .  T h e r e  was  no  s u c c e s s f u l  
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a m a r k e t  i n  l a n d .  The  c o m m e r c i a l  l e a s e  
s y s t e m ,  c o n t r o l l e d  by t h e  P r i v y  C o u n c i l ,  was  a s t r i c t  
c o m p r o m i s e  b e t w e e n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e  f i e f h o l d e r s ,  a 
d e s i r e  on t h e  p a r t  o f  T a u f a ' ä h a u  Tu p o u  I t o  p r o v i d e  f o r  t h e  
p e o p l e  ( s e e  L a t ü k e f u  1 9 7 5 : 3 5 ) ,  a n d  t h e  l a n d  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  
l i m i t e d  c o m m e r c i a l  a c t i v i t y .
C o p r a  t r a d e r s  i n  T o n g a  r e l i e d  a l m o s t  e x c l u s i v e l y  on t h e  
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a m a r k e t  i n  g o o d s .  T h e r e  was  a s l i g h t  
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a m a r k e t  i n  l a b o u r .  I s h a l l  c h a r a c t e r i z e  
t h i s  d e v e l o p m e n t  v e r y  b r i e f l y .  T r a d i n g  c o m p a n i e s ,  mo s t  
n o t a b l y  B u r n s - P h i l p ,  M o r r i s  H e d s t r o m ,  L e v e r  B r o t h e r s ,  a 
n u mb e r  o f  G e r m a n - T o n g a n  c o n c e r n s ,  a n d  t h e  J a p a n e s e  compa ny  
P a n o  B r o t h e r s ,  h e l d  b u s i n e s s  l e a s e s  i n  N e i a f u .  T h e s e  
c o m p a n i e s  c o n s t r u c t e d  c o p r a - d r y i n g  p l a t f o r m s ,  s t o r a g e  s h e d s ,  
a n d  t r a d e  s t o r e s  i n  t h e  v i l l a g e s  t h r o u g h o u t  V a v a ' u ,  a n d  
l a r g e r  f a c i l i t i e s  a l o n g  t h e  N e i a f u  s h o r e l i n e .  The y  b u i l t  
d o c k s  o u t  f r o m  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  N e i a f u  p r e m i s e s  w h i c h ,  b e i n g  
o v e r  t h e  w a t e r ,  w e r e  e x e m p t  f r o m  l a n d  l e g i s l a t i o n  
r e s t r i c t i o n s .
P a n g a i  f e a t u r e d  t wo  s m a l l  c o p r a  s t a t i o n s  a n d  c o n n e c t e d  
t r a d e  s t o r e s ,  o n e  b e l o n g i n g  t o  B u r n s - P h i l p  t h e  o t h e r  t o  a 
G e r m a n - T o n g a n  t r a d e r  name d  O t o l u i  Wo l f g r a mm.  The  f a c i l i t i e s  
w e r e  l o c a t e d  on t h e  t o wn  a l l o t m e n t s  o f  t wo P a n g a i  men.  
B e a g l e h o l e ' s  map o f  P a n g a i ,  w h i c h  was  d r a w n  by a r e s i d e n t  o f  
t h e  v i l l a g e ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  l o c a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  b u i l d i n g s  
( B e a g l e h o l e  1 9 4 1 : 9 ) .  P a n g a i  p e o p l e  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  t r a d e r s
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did not apply through the government to lease these work 
areas, but paid cash to the Pangai men for unofficial 
leases.
A Neiafu man worked at the Burns-Philp shed and store. 
A number of Pangai men, villages today remember five, worked 
for Wolfgramm cutting and drying the coconut meat and 
attending the store. These men were paid 8.5 per cent 
commission on all copra purchases and commodity sales. 
Clearly, the growth of any local forms of capitalism 
requires access to capital. The genesis of Pangai 
capitalism lay in the commissioned labour arrangement at the 
copra station. Some of the commissioned workers used their 
income to employ other villagers as labourers to produce 
cash crops. These crops, grown on the agricultural 
allotments of the employers, were sold at the local Neiafu 
market and exported, primarily to New Zealand. Bananas and 
pineapples were the main export crops at that time.
There are five distinguishable economic relationships 
in this complex surrounding the copra shed. All these 
relationships extended beyond Pangai village. The first was 
a relationship of dependence of the villagers on the trade
stores for the acqulsition of the simple tools of
product ion: the push hoe and machete. The indigenous
digging stick had long since been abandoned. Second, a t
this time traders generated profit for themselves and cash 
for the villagers by purchasing, drying, and placing on the 
international commodity market the meat of coconuts which 
Pangai men cut from their leasehold land. Third, a few
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local commissioned workers retained the surplus value of 
Pangai labour by employing their neighbours to produce cash 
crops. This work was casual and the employees earned cash 
to supplement their own subsistence production. A fourth 
relationship was foreign traders using small pieces of land 
in Pangai village for copra drying and sales areas. These 
traders held the land outside the commercial lease system, 
by private arrangement with Pangai families.
Alternative Access: Generalized Use-Rights
The land law system stratified rights in land as 
inheritable fiefs for the monarch and 11 11eholders, and 
rights to inheritable allotments on those fiefs for commoner 
males, and residually for women. Land registry data show, 
however, that a fair proportion of Vava'u men did not hold 
registered allotments but relied upon generalized use-rights 
to land of co-villagers to gain access to soil for food 
product ion.
The accompanying map shows the division of agricultural 
allotments on the Queen's fief of Pangaimotu in the 1920s. 
The original was the product of a chain survey carried out 
at that time. Reference to the map shows that there was 
considerable differentiation among the registered allotment 
holders as to the size of their ' a p i , with a range of 1.-6 
hectares (4 acres) to 11.5 hectares (28.4 acres). This 
range indicates the variation in size of landholdings 
acquired through inheritance and submissions to the
fle flord.
41
U tu le i
API TUKUHAU, P A N G A IM O TU , 1 9 2 0  s
Pangai V illag e
.4 .79 ha
6.81 ha
Tofi'a  B o u n d aries
\2 .56,
'A pi B o u n d aries 4 .5 3  I h a
11.17
5 .2 2  ha
l4 .5 2 h a l
3 .4 9
6 .0 0  /4 .6 9  
ha  /  h a  /11.49 ha
6 .8 8  ha4 .6 8  ha 11.70 ha
5 .0 9  ha
5.41 ha
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The survey appears incomplete, and is not a reliable
basis from which to judge the proportion of men without land
granted by the fiefholder. But a combination of census data
and Beaglehole's map of allotments, drawn by an astute
Pangai villager in 1939, and discussions with Pangai men
suggests that many eligible persons in Pangai had no
agricultural allotment through the provisions of the legal,
stratified system. For many fiefs in Vava'u, registry
records against population sizes show that the proportion of
men without legal tenure of land was substantial. This
picture is supported by Crocombe's analysis when he writes:
Even today the land allocation has not been fully 
implemented. During the hundred years from 1875 
to today, many nobles successfully misused the 
system to their personal advantage, and the people 
became accustomed to the idea that they had to 
give both material gifts and psychological 
obeisance in order to get and hold land rights 
which the constitution intended to be theirs as a 
matter of right (Crocombe 1975:7).
Members of the fiefholding stratum did not directly provide
for all those families who were, according to the spirit and
text of the law, dependent upon them for land. Those- who
were provided for relied on gift offerings as a means to
secure their claims.
Alternatively, men employed use-rights outside the 
stratified order. Some men continued to work their fathers' 
lands; this was the case in several of the Pangai families 
whose holdings are indicated on the map of 'api tukuhau at 
Pangaimotu. The requirements for production did not, 
however, demand large work groups. Yam planting was usually 
carried out on a share work basis, but garden maintenance
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and the planting of crops other than yam was often done by 
individual labour. Men continued to work their allotments 
into old age and, indeed, active septuagenarians take great 
pride in their continued ability to work. Sociability, 
rather than the production process and its requirements, 
kept men working in close proximity to each other. Pride 
was taken in one's own garden and separate plots were 
preferred.
Some landholders attempted to keep younger brothers and 
married sons working under their direction, for reasons of 
desire for authority and self aggrandizement; but young 
family heads tended to resist this condition. Pangai men 
state in effect that the preference for individual 
landholdings partly stemmed from appreciation of the intent 
of the law itself, but more importantly derived from the 
desire to control the products of one's own labour. The 
fact that single families maintained detached residences and 
stored and prepared food separately supports this statement 
of objective. It was not only the junior men who subscribed 
to this preference. My census of landholdings in Pangai
today shows that many fathers and elder brothers have
apportioned garden land to adult sons and junior brothers
respectively, In the Tongan system of product ion the
requirements of hor ticultural enterprise did not pose
problems for the division of land to individuals within 
groups of agnates.
The father - son relationship is marked by formality 
and a certain amount of avoidance. Relations between junior
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and senior brothers display cooperation and some deference 
to the elder on the part of the younger brothers. For 
individual family reasons sons and brothers may prefer not 
to use a portion of the allotment of their father or his 
heir, the eldest son. As now, in the pre-war period some 
men lived uxorllocally (Beaglehole shows that in nine out of 
forty-four marriages surveyed - that is, 24 per cent - the 
husband from another village came to reside in Pangai; 
1941:89). Lack of a suitable arrangement for land in one's 
own village was a significant motivation for uxorilocal 
res idence .
Men without registered land went to kin and affines to
acquire areas for plantations. Outside agnatic ties, the
wife's father was the most attractive relative for requests
for land (see chapter IV). If a couple treated each other
well, relations between affines were usually extremely
harmonious. When we were discussing aspects of the marriage
relationship, one elderly man offered the statement:
My going to my own relations is not the same as my 
going to the family of my wife. If I behave well 
to my wife's family, they put me up as real blood 
and love me. When I go to my own family sometimes 
they don't worry about me. The family of my wife 
love me better than my own family.
Yet blood and marriage did not exhaust the means 
through which a man might obtain land outside relations with 
fiefholders. An amicable neighbour would let another have a 
plantation on his piece of land. There were rivalries and 
jealousies of course, and these were well known, but people 
state that most of the villagers were friends. Responding 
to my question: "To whom would you go first?" a sharp old
Pangai man explained:
It's going back to the old Tongan way, eh. Some 
people didn't have any 'api tukuhau at all. But 
if one is a good friend he is going to let me have 
a plantation on his piece of land. He will say 
"Okay, go ahead." ...You didn't have to go to your 
mother's brother or anything, if you knew or 
became friends with someone who had land, just go 
to that person ... just go and ask them, not 
because they are a relative.
The use of land belonging to a relative or friend did 
not usually require the payment of 'rent'. The principal 
exception was when the land was to be used by a particular 
kind of work group known as a toutu'u. The members obtained 
a piece of land, divided up the area between themselves into 
strips roughly 10 to 20 metres wide and 20 to 30 metres 
long. Each man had one strip. The members planted each 
strip together, usually yams, but subsequently weeded alone. 
The arrangement allowed men to work within hailing distance, 
and production in a toutu'u was marked by friendly rivalry 
and competition to raise the biggest yams. At harvest time 
all the members contributed to a store of yams, a portion of 
which was given to the allotment holder. Each family head 
stored and controlled the remainder of his crop.
As a result of the options for access to garden land, 
the distribution of allotments granted by the fiefholder did 
not produce major differences in the abilities of Tongan 
cultivators to provide for their dependents. There was no 
truly landless category of people. One elderly man 
commented: "During Eneti's [Ernest Beaglehole] time you 
could not tell the difference between the people who had 
land and the people who didn't have land. All the people
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still had enough food." He pointed out that there were 
differences in houses but in eating everybody had the same. 
The word used was mahu - 'to have plenty of food'f 'to be 
well off for food'.
It is clear from these accounts that in pre-war Vava'u 
the stratification system was not the only framework that 
provided access to the basic means of production. The 
alternatives were not restricted to access via a market in 
land. With a few exceptions connected to cash cropping, 
Vava'u villagers did not rely on commercial leases in the 
pre-war period. Relationships based on kinship, affinity 
and amity gave access to land outside the stratified order 
of rights and privileges over that resource: Friends and 
kin step in where chiefs are loath to tread.
The Constitution conferred upon commoners the franchise 
to hold inheritable allotments; and the organization of 
agricultural labour did not conflict with individual 
landholding. Why did many Tongan cultivators not press 
their fiefholders to grant this statutory right? I will 
close this chapter with a brief preliminary attempt to 
answer this question.
Rank and Possession: Land as Gift
The ideology of social distance is one factor. 
Fiefholders are of the 'eiki or superior stratum. Commoners 
are generally shy to approach a noble except in formalized, 
or sometimes in Western, contexts. The gift of the giant 
kava root which preceded the request for land, recounted
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above, was consistent with ancient principles directing the 
proper mode of visiting a chief. Strict dress and 
behavioural codes apply to commoners in the presence of 
'eiki people. Informing the ideology of deference is the 
principle that one should not take from one's superior. A 
son, for instance, must never take food from his father's 
plate. This stricture finds its obverse in the fahu 
relationship to the sororal line. Under such principles of 
rank differentiation, the rights to allotments specified in 
statute presented a predicament to the Tongan commoner. He 
should not approach and ask for his statutory right. This 
contradiction alone poses a problem.
Further to this conception, the ultimate right to land 
is attained not by money, but by conquest. Recall the 
ritual statement:
The responsibility for appeasement of the victor
is well done.
Exercising the prerogative of conquest, the hau retained 
some tofi'a and granted tofia to the government and certain 
111leholders.
The relationship of commoner to fieflord is a personal 
one; it is a relationship of dependence for the commoner. 
The Constitution granted rights to land but I propose that 
despite the franchise for perpetual leasehold, tenants 
perceive their allotments to be gifts.
The term 'tofi'a’ helps to reveal the nature of this 
relationship; tofi'a contains two referents - 'estate of
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land' (or 'fief'), and 'heritage'. The fief is inseparable, 
it is a rightful part of the titleholder. To the commoner, 
despite the Constitution, the allotment was a corporeal gift 
in both senses of that word - 'material' and 'bodily.' The 
socialized status of a leasehold as a gift, along with the 
relative social ranks of the fiefholder and tenant, which 
includes an inequality of rights and infers the power to
sanction, implies a duty of counter prestation.
The commoner is not alone i n this concept ion. The
noble or m a t a p u l e m a  ' u t of i ‘a received his fief from the
h a u ; he has his duty to the sovereign. Recall the
instruction of the noble to his tenant:
No lease payment, just do the duty to the Queen.
By this directive the noble meant his own duty, that the
people should help provide the products which he was
required to present to his own superior, the monarch.
After the Constitution was enacted, the fiefholders did
not offer to register lands on behalf of the tenants; their
interests were better served by retaining lands. Tongan
commoners two generations after the Constitution largely
accepted the ideology of privileged rights over land for the
monarch and t1tleholders. Even where those rights might be
questioned confrontation is not an appropriate course.
Freeman has written of the neighbouring Samoans:
The child learns early to comply overtly with 
parental and chiefly dictates while concealing its 
real feelings and intentions. As a result, 
Samoans, whatever may be their real feelings about 
a social situation, soon become adept at assuming
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an outward demeanour pleasing to those in 
authority (Freeman 1983:216).
Freeman continues that this behavioural pattern is practised 
by "males in particular" (Freeman 1983:216).
In the face of reluctance on the part of the fiefholder 
to offer the statutory right, the Tongan male employed the 
strategies of gift and flattery. The outward obsequience 
was followed by a request for land.
Some men avoided this encounter altogether and pursued 
the alternative strategy of gaining access to land via 
commoner connections. The use of land obtained by this 
arrangement usually did not involve payment, though where it 
did a few toutu'u strips were sufficient to meet the
requirements. The commoner ethos of care and sharing
encompassed in the term ' of a (see Kavaliku 1977 for an
analysis of the meanings of ' of a in a range of relational
contexts), which itself is partially built on the maxim of 
disguising one's true feelings about a request, allows the 
successful use of this option.
The organization of landed property in 
post-Constltutlonal Tonga is one element in the 
legally-based stratification of the population into Estates, 
although Tongan titleholders lack the groups of armed 
retainers that were attached to European or Japanese feudal 
lords and politically and judicially the system is 
centralized under the sovereign's state government. The 
division of the population into social Estates contains 
contradictions in principles of access to the basic resource
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of production, but Tongan commoners employed inducement and 
circumvention, not conflict, to resolve that opposition.
The hierarchical transfer of gifts in return for land 
and generalized use-rights among villagers were two very 
important relationships in the social economy of Vava'u 
during the first half of the twentieth century. In the 
following chapters we will intensify some areas of this 
analysis as we extend it through time to see how these 
relationships have articulated with the money economy and 
the premises of commodity relations.
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PRESTATIONS TO THE LORDS TODAY
An outline of landholding and labour organization 
forty-five years ago has shown a marked differentiation of 
legal rights to land between titleholders who possess fiefs 
(tofi'a) and ordinary matäpule, commoner males, and 
residually, females, who are entitled to small agricultural 
allotments ('api tukuhau). I have argued that relations 
between fieflords and tenants reveal a conception that the 
nobles and enfeoffed matapule legitimately possess 
prerogatives in land by virtue of their inheritance of 
rights defined for the post-Constitutional lords by the 
conqueror Taüfa'ähau Tupou I. This form of possession 
entails the right to take gifts for the provision of 
smallholdings intended as grant under written law.
Hierarchical exchange, which cites the provision of 
land as the underlying morality, shows some resistance to 
monetisation. The inducement gifts to acquire land 
constitute one mode of exchange between commoners and 
fiefholders, focused on land, a mode which entails an 
obligation for the recipient to provide the land requested 
after accepting the gift. A second regular prestation to 
fiefholders is the fatongia, presented periodically, of 
which there are several forms. A third mode encountered is
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the payment for commercial leases held by Tongans as well as 
by corporate groups and mixed-descent entrepreneurs. 
Through what mechanisms and with what consequences have 
these forms of hierarchical exchange articulated with the 
growing strength of market exchange and money in the larger 
economy?
Materials on the economics of landholding on sovereign, 
noble and matapule, and government tofi'a highlight the 
varied penetration of market relations into exchanges 
between fieflords and tenants. Conditions for tenants vary 
on the three types of tofi'a in Vava'u. The three 
categories of landlord exercise different rights and place 
different obligations before the people on their domains. 
Here I compare and contrast sovereign, titleholder and 
government fiefs with reference to inheritance, demesne 
rights, commercial lease of fieflands, gifts for allotments, 
and forms of 'rent'.
The articulation of cash with indigenous forms of 
property as a (gift) return on land has implications for 
accumulation, for 'feudal enterprise', and for the relation 
between the Estate order and the development of an order 
based on the control of capital. Money gifts have replaced 
indigenous forms in certain contexts, and from these sources
fie fholders have access to funds which may be used as
capital. Yet there i s no large scale product ion of
commodities on fie fholder demesnes, and 'rents' from
commoners are not a source of large income for the great 
landholders. On sovereign, noble and matapule fiefs tenants
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continue to present esteemed local products as regular 
returns for the use of smallholdings. Indigenous products 
remain important as items of hierarchical exchange, since 
fiefholders require these forms of property for the correct 
performance of exchanges within the fiefholding stratum, 
through which they validate their rank.
The past forty-five years in Vava'u provide evidence on 
the shifting articulation between hierarchical exchange and 
market exchange. While examining these relations of 
exchange focused on land it will be necessary to consider 
the fief system and the stratification of rights in land 
more closely. In concluding the chapter I identify 
correspondences in the rights of churches over parishioners 
with those of lords over tenants.
The Tofi'a of Vava'u
The division of the islands into fiefs, known in Tongan 
as tofi'a, is a core attribute of the Tongan system of 
social stratification and land tenure. The enfeoffed Orders 
are the monarch, the royal family, thirty-three nobles, and 
six senior matäpule of the monarch. The royal family 
holdings in the Vava'u Group are small and no villages are 
located upon them. The government administers a number of 
estates, including those in Vava'u indicated on the map of
t of i‘a.
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THE TO FI'A  OF V A V A 'U
Tupouto •
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Appointment to Titles and Tofi'a
The inheritance of noble and enfeoffed matapule titles 
and lands is by primogeniture among males in the agnatic 
titleholding lines. The sovereign appoints the heir by 
letter from the Palace Office, from which time the candidate 
is said to be fakanofo, 'appointed'. The noble or matapule 
ma u tof i a is entitled to receive kavenga from the people 
of his estates from the time of this appointment. The 
designate and his people prepare kava and esteemed foods to 
be presented to the hau in an investiture ceremony; this is 
known as pongipongi hingoa, and usually takes about twelve 
months to prepare. Failing any direct issue an heir is 
selected from a sibling or collateral line. For these 
appointments the sovereign's decision is subject to sanction 
by the Supreme Court of Tonga on the basis of the rules of 
inheritance of noble honours written in the Constitution.
If there is no legal heir, the title and estate of land 
revert to the Crown, which may bestow the honours on a new 
line. Since 1975 Tupou IV has conferred the Ma'atu title 
and fiefs which are at Niuatoputapu Island on his second 
son, and the titles and fiefs of Lavaka and Ata, at 
Tonga tapu, on the third son. Ma'atu married against his 
father's wishes in 1981, with the result that he 
relinquished his rights to the throne. The marriage is not 
legally recognized in Tonga, as the Tongan Constitution 
states that any marriage of a member of the royal family 
must be approved by the monarch (The Constitution of Tonga,
The general expectation following thePart II, Sec.33).
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withdrawal of those rights was that the King would also take 
away the Ma'atu title and fiefs, but at a t aumaf akava (royal 
kava ceremony) at Neiafu in August 1982 the King's matapule 
announced on the sovereign's behalf that the son should 
retain the Ma'atu title and lands.
Two noble titles in Vava'u are currently vacant; 
'Ulukalala, whose lands are Tu'anuku and Hihifo in western 
Uta Vava'u and Nukuleka on Pangaimotu; and Tu'i Lakepa, 
holding the small island estates of Ofu, Okoa, and Vasivasi. 
The last 'Ulukalala died without a son in 1961; the Tu' i 
Lakepa died, similarly without issue, in 1975. it is 
entirely the prerogative of the monarch to appoint 
successors to these titles, and the people are "waiting to 
hear the mind of the King" regarding the re-appointment of 
the 'Ulukalala and Tu'i Lakepa titles and fiefs.
The monarch may rescind a title and its privileges in 
the event of insanity, treason, or conviction for felony. A 
case of rescission occurred during World War II after a 
noble was convicted in criminal court.
The inheritance rights of females in noble and 
enfeoffed matapule lines differ from those of females in the 
sovereign line. A woman may hold the crown, as in the case 
of Queen Salote. in the case of noble and matapule titles 
and fiefs, however, when there is no male heir the position 
of a daughter rests on a complex provision of the
Constitution which makes a distinction between 'succession' 
and 'inheritance'. Succession here means that she can 
occupy the town allotment and a demesne on her father's
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fief. This right of occupation is hers by right of being 
produced 'of the body' of the late titleholder.
The issue of inheritance does not arise in reference to 
government estates, the tenure being held by a corporate 
institution. The Minister and Governor responsible for 
government lands are appointed by the sovereign.
Deme sne s
The lord of a fief may reserve a demesne, an area held 
by himself and not by any subordinate tenant, for his own 
use. This tract is termed the 'api fakatofi'a. The size is 
limited in principle though not to a specific hectarage <1>.
Production on fieflord demesnes in Vava'u is not highly 
developed. The monarch has a 13 hectare (32 acre) demesne 
at Pangaimotu called Taunga'ulupoku, but was not using this 
piece of land in 1982-83 and was considering an application 
for a commercial lease of the tract (see below). Marcus 
notes one Vava'u noble permitting villagers to plant on his 
'api fakatofi'a and receiving tauvao, that is 'ground rent 
in kind from the planters in return for use of the land 
(1975.127); a second, who has no secure 'api fakatofi'a but 
has de facto control over 23.5 hectares (58 acres) of 
fertile government land on an island neighbouring his fief 
(1975:137-8); and a third, who provisions his household 
from gardens on choice, fertile land of kinsmen and "other 
borrowed plots in proximity to his Neiafu residence" 
(1975:148). This latter noble extracts copra on land
commercially leased from the government but does not
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maintain enterprises on demesne lands (Marcus 1975:148). 
For the large noble fief of Tefisi in western 'Uta Vava'u,
Orth gives a figure of 176.57 acres (71.1 hectares)
registered by the noble Luani and unused by tenants ( in
Schroder et a / 1983:: 119) Luani informed me that he
maintains a vanilla and copra plantation of 5 acres on this 
Tefisi demesne.
Residency of Tenants
A fiefholder may eject from his estate any undesired 
person belonging to another locality. Marcus mentions that 
this right applies to men living uxonlocally (Marcus 
1975:78 ; see also Land Act, Sec.35 (1)). A number of
elderly men in Pangai reported that in Queen Salote's time 
the matapule had the authority to banish any person, 
including a natal resident, from the estate. These men 
doubted that the town officer, who today performs many of 
the duties previously undertaken by local matapule (see 
below), could order a Tongan to leave the village.
Commercial Leases
Fiefholders may lease commercially up to 5 per cent of 
their estate lands. This limit excludes church and other 
charitable leases. When a fiefholder wishes to lease an 
area of land, he and the lessee submit an application to the 
Privy Council, which must approve all leases. In 1965 the 
Government of Tonga retained a land assessor to set out a 
scale of lease values which the Privy Council cites in
stipulating amounts to be paid on leases. Appendix A 
provides data on the commercial leases in rural Vava'u in 
1983, indicating the category of leaseholder, the area 
leased, rent payable, and the type of estate upon which the 
lease is located. Leases in the small port town of Neiafu 
are not included, since the majority of businesses and 
government departments are located in Neiafu and the 
distribution of leases here is not comparable to the rural 
leases. Neiafu is located on a government estate, and rents 
from these urban leases are deposited into the government 
treasury. Rents for leases on sovereign, noble and matapule 
fiefs are paid to the government, which retains 10 per cent 
and remits 90 per cent to the fiefholder as personal income. 
Of the nineteen fieflords with holdings in Vava'u, nine 
obtain no income from commercial leases in this group of 
islands, and for the remaining ten fieflords the range of 
official lease incomes from Vava'u lands is from T$40 for 
the estate of Ha'alaufuli to a total of T$1833 for eleven 
leases on the estate of Tefisi.
It is usual today for persons seeking commercial leases 
to make cash payments to the landholder as a persuasive 
measure. These payments are called generically me'a'ofa, 
often specifically takitaki, and also 'thin envelopes’ and 
'thick envelopes' according to the amount contained. A 
thick envelope would be a T$1000 to T$2000 gift while 
negotiating a twenty-year lease.
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Gifts for Agricultural Allotments
An applicant for an allotment on a noble or matapule 
fief presents gifts to the fiefholder as part of a request 
for an allotment. In Queen Salote's time the conventional 
gifts were the most esteemed products of the land - pigs, 
kava, yams - supplemented by other horticultural produce, 
fish, and imported consumables. In Vava'u today the 
applicant normally presents cash between T$100 and T$1500 
for an agricultural allotment. It is not unusual to give 
$1500 for 4 acres of productive land. Cash presentations 
are termed me'a'ofa, the general term for ’gift'.
Gifts for land evince conceptions of ownership and 
rank. They also recognise the reality that fiefholders hold 
land required by farmers. The fiefholder can refuse to give 
written approval for the allotment application, and unless 
the farmer is prepared to appeal the refusal to the Minister 
of Lands or the Governor, <2> then the fiefholder's denial 
holds.
The payment of cash gifts reflects the changing role of 
the land as a resource for production. In discussion, many 
farmers raise the point that today land is used to make 
money, hence they are prepared to pay for an allotment. One 
farmer from western 'Uta Vava'u related how his father had 
acquired allotments for three sons by payment of $1000 each 
for one allotment of eight acres and two allotments of four 
acres. The family raised the money by growing and exporting 
kava to Fi j i. The situation of this family is not typical 
in the sense that the soil on this fief is of extremely good
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quality and cash cropping is highly successful in the 
locality. At other locations, where the land is less 
fertile, it is much more difficult for cash cropping to 
provide gift money for land. Other important sources of 
gift cash are bank loans, overseas work, and remittances.
There is considerable variation among fiefholders with 
respect to the requirements for gifts in return for land, 
with particular holders being considered kaka 
('crafty', 'cunning') and others being viewed as loto totonu 
('straightforward'). One kaka strategy on the part of a 
fiefholder is to reply to a request for land with the 
instruction that the peasant should go ahead and clear an 
allotment and plant a garden, but subsequently to resist 
overtures to register the land and press the tenant with 
demands for animals, money or produce. Having invested 
labour and usually some capital in the plantation, and 
concerned to acquire the allotment, the tenant meets the 
demands to avoid losing the land. A second kaka strategy is 
to promise the allotment and then give it to another 
applicant who presents a more substantial gift. The anga 
loto totonu ('the straightforward way') is to grant the 
allotment in return for a gift and ask the tenant to pay the 
legal rent or to contribute produce and animals toward the 
fulfillment of the fiefholder's social obligations.
The monarch controls the sovereign fiefs in Vava'u 
through the Minister of Lands and the Governor of Vava'u. 
When required, the Governor seeks local information from the 
town officer and/or the monarch's matapule in the village.
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Previously matapule held more control over village affairs 
including land matters, but since the early 1960s town 
officers have assumed greater importance in the 
administration of fief lands. An officer with long years of 
experience in the Ministry of Lands explained to me that 
this change is part of an overall shift of administrative 
responsibility introduced by the Prince Tu ' i Pelehake while 
he served as the Governor of Vava'u in the early 1960s. 
Previous governors made land decisions on the basis of their 
own knowledge and the advice of fiefholders and local 
matapule. If a fiefholder signed an allotment application 
or transfer deed, the registration was made without inquiry. 
According to the officer's interpretation, because Tu'i 
Pelehake was a prince and was not familiar with all 
villages, he referred to the town officers for local 
knowledge on the status of the allotment and so forth. 
Initially, calls to town officers for information referred 
to government estates only; subsequently such calls became 
procedure for titleholder and monarch's estates.
The organization on Pangaimotu is consistent with this 
account. Beaglehole observed in 1938 that the Queen's 
matapule in Pangai, Koloamatangi, was not conscientious 
about his duties (Beaglehole 1941:30). Queen Salote 
considered Pangai "a very troublesome and disunited village" 
(Bott 1958-9:54) and in my view the absence of effective 
matapule leadership has been one of the factors responsible 
for the relative lack of unity. The present Koloamatangi 
resides in Nuku'alofa. He joins with the district and town
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officers to preside over the village fono during his 
periodic visits to Pangai. Today the district and town 
officers make administrative announcements at the monthly 
fono. The town officer is often consulted about land 
issues, or a Pangai tenant deals directly with the office of 
the Governor of Vava'u .
When the matapule act as liaison between tenants and 
the monarch on questions concerning land it is usual for the 
tenant to present a gift, generally a small pig, to the 
matapule at the time of the request. These presentations, 
also termed me'a'ofa, are the only special transfers made to 
non-enfeoffed matapule outside ceremonial contexts. These 
gifts were retained by the matapule, not relayed to the 
monarch.
The government estates are administered by the Minister 
of Lands through the office of the Governor. The present
Governor of Vava'u , Dr S . Ma'afu Tupou, does not hold a
noble title, though he is often regarded as a noble i n
recognition of his ‘eiki rank and his position as the
representative of the King in the Vava'u administrative 
division. The majority of past governors have been noble 
titleholders. Many people present animals, produce and cash 
to governors to secure objectives in relation to land. 
These presentations to governors and non-enfeoffed matapule 
recognize the rank of the office holders and their authority
in the control of land.
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Money Rent and Presentations in Valuables
The relation between fieflord and Vava'u villager is 
more complex than a mercantile landlord - tenant relation. 
We observe between fiefholders and tenants a spectrum of 
conceptually interlinked transactions, predicated on 
hierarchy, which are performed in reciprocation for the 
provision of land. At one end of the spectrum are payments 
of money, and at the other end are prestations which are 
separated from everyday commodity transactions: 
presentations by villagers to fieflords at visits, harvests, 
and the life-cycle ceremonies of birth, marriage, funeral 
and investiture to title. In this context it is not useful 
to look for 'rent' payments in the narrow sense of payments 
for the use of land. Where villagers cite their use or 
occupation of the land in reference to the morality 
surrounding these material duties to fieflords, and when 
these presentations recognize the landholding status of the 
villager, we have strong grounds for viewing these 
presentations as socially-constructed forms of rent, and for 
questioning their relationship to mercantile payments in the 
support of the position of fieflord.
In Vava'u regular transfers to estate holders vary 
according to the type of estate upon which the tenant 
resides and/or holds allotment land. People are quite 
conscious of these differences and cite them when asked 
about the respective merits of living on sovereign, noble 
and matapule, or government domains. The nature of the 
products given in return for land is very important. In
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chapter II I cited an elderly Vava'u man recalling his 
fieflord's instruction that the villagers should not pay the 
monetary lease payment on allotments but rather should 
contribute to "the duty Ifatongia) to the Queen". The 
material form of this fatongia or kavenga consists of 
products of animal husbandry and horticulture by men - most 
importantly puaka (pig), kava root, certain varieties of 
'ufi (yam), and kape (Alocasia) - and products of craftwork 
by women - most importantly ngatu (painted tapa) and fala 
(mats). The fieflord's discrimination between these 
indigenous products and money payments directs us to the 
difference between the forms of property given by tenants on 
the three categories of estate. In general, people on 
Vava'u government estates pay money rent and occasionally 
indigenous products; tenants on the sovereign, noble and 
matäpule fiefs give the valuables.
While comparing the transfers made by villagers on the 
three types of tofi'a, two underlying questions are: By 
what organization are these dutiful presentations made? And 
upon what morality and sanctions are they founded?
The single form of money rent paid on agricultural 
allotments is the annual levy of 80 seniti (T$0.80) termed 
totongi lisi ('lease payment') for each allotment. The 
capitation tax levied upon all adult males (whether they 
held an allotment or not) since 1862 was replaced in 1976 by 
general income tax for which the basic deduction was T$600 
<3>. The only relevance of the old head tax today is that 
to register a piece of land a man must produce a receipt to
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show that he paid all amounts due up to the date that the 
capitation tax legislation was repealed. This condition
applies to registrants of inherited as well as new 
allotments. Holders of allotments must also pay survey fees 
and sundry small charges at the time of registration. These 
charges associated with registration are paid to the office 
of the Governor of Vava'u and apply to allotments on all 
types of estate.
The statutory rent payable on each agricultural 
allotment is clearly nominal by today's monetary standards; 
though when it was first introduced as a payment of 2
shillings in 1882 the money rent, along with cash offerings 
to the churches, stimulated copra production. The totongi 
lisi is due by December 31 and the funds are remitted to the 
Ministry of Lands. From there the amounts received for 
allotments on government estates are paid into the Treasury; 
and any amounts received from inherited estates as noted in 
chapter II are paid, less 10 per cent, to the estate holder 
as income. These payments by Tongan allotment holders 
provide relatively little revenue to the lords. Appendix B 
lists the amounts collected on all allotments in Vava'u for
the years for which data are available. These sums
constitute the total annual legal lease payments from all 
api tukuhau in Vava'u (it is not possible to separate the 
amounts paid to the holders of inheritable fiefs and to the 
government). The figures demonstrate that legal money rents 
on api tukuhau do not yield large money incomes for the
lords.
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In theory, when the statutory cash rent is not paid for 
two consecutive years the holder may lose the allotment. My 
inquiries did not reveal any cases where allotments were 
lost for this reason, though the Annual Reports of the 
Ministry of Lands show that every year allotment holders are 
charged with non-payment of rent. I surmise that these 
cases are on government estates. According to the several 
Vava'u men with whom I discussed the totongi lisi, tenants 
on government estates take care to pay the 80 seniti when 
advised they are in arrears as they do not want to risk 
losing their land for such a sum.
Residents of each government estate, in addition to 
paying the nominal cash rent on allotments, are required 
every few years to contribute to the ceremonial welcoming 
gifts, tali tu'uta, which are formally presented to the 
sovereign on his annual visits to his Vava'u domains. Very 
occasionally, the residents of government tofi'a contribute 
food kava, and koloa for the life-cycle rituals of the 
Monarch and Crown Prince. Government estates did not have a 
responsibility at the wedding of the Prince Lavaka-Ata, but 
would have a responsibility (kavenga) at the wedding of the 
Crown Prince.
While landholders on government tofi'a pay the 80 
seniti per year on each allotment, landholders and residents 
on noble and matapule fiefs present products of their own 
labour to the fieflord according to the calendar of events 
which require exchanges of indigenous property. Fieflords 
in Vava'u call upon the people of their estates to
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contribute food, kava, and koloa during the sovereign's 
annual tour of his domains and at times of birth, marriage, 
investiture, and funeral of titled or 'eiki persons to whom 
the fieflord is related.
Thus the people living on and holding land on the 
matapule Lauaki's Vava'u estate Masilamea took food to the 
sovereign at Vava'u in August 1983. The Lauaki title and 
fiefs were ceremonially conferred on the son and heir of the 
previous holder at Nuku'alofa on 4 July 1983. The people of 
Lauaki's Tongatapu estate, Talafo'ou, produced the pigs, 
kava, and yam presented to the monarch and assembled noble 
and matapule titleholders. Being distant from Nuku'alofa, 
the people of Masilamea awaited the sovereign's visit to 
Vava'u when they went with matapule of Lauaki to the King's 
residence and formally presented the food to the sovereign's 
matapule in the name of Lauaki.
In each of his three case studies Marcus notes that the 
respective nobles do not exact the small cash rents on 
allotments but instead ask and expect tenants to contribute 
to the fulfilment of the material duties to the monarch, and 
contribute "personal offerings", which are mostly used to 
meet obligations to other titleholders and the church 
(Marcus 1975:200,217,229).
In another noble case, residents and allotment holders 
on the 'Uta Vava'u fief Tefisi do not pay cash rent to the 
fieflord Luani; rather, the people contribute the esteemed 
products when instructed by Luani's matapule that these are 
required. Presentations made in December 1982 on the
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occasion of the marriage of Lavaka-Ata to Nanasipau'u 
(daughter of the Baron Vaea) illustrate the order of 
transfers on life-cycle occasions.
This was a marriage between children of male
cross-cousins, the King and Vaea, through the half-sibling 
relationship of Queen Salote and Vaea's father. Luani is 
related to both sides and is obligated to present and 
entitled to receive valuables through both sets of
relationships. The products given were provided to Luani by 
the people of his fiefs, Tefisi in Vava'u and Malapo and 
Nakolo on Tongatapu. To the King's side Luani gave:
1 puaka toho 2 fine mats
(pig of the largest grade)
40 'ufi (kahokaho and kaumeile) 1 pangai kafa
(a plain tapa of light 
colour and no painted 
design) of the size 
Iautefuh i <4>
Luani presented these same classes of gift to Vaea's side, 
though the puaka toho was slightly smaller than that given 
to the King's side and the pangai kafa was the size termed 
launima (see note). Luani also sent two pola (trays of 
cooked food) to the sovereign and to Vaea's people: one on 
the Sunday before and one on the first Sunday after the 
wedding.
The wedding gifts from Tefisi were transported from the 
Vava'u Islands to Tongatapu in a government vessel along 
with the presentations from a number of other titleholder 
fiefs in the northern group. Two Tefisi matäpule travelled
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to Nuku'alofa and stayed with Luani during the wedding 
period. The noble paid the return travel costs and fed 
these attendants during their stay, and sent a portion of 
food back to Tefisi when they returned. Luani received a 
fihu (fine white mat) from the King following the wedding, 
and he retains this valuable mat "for the next kavenga" .
Unfortunately I am not able to detail the collection of 
these products from Tefisi villagers, but in principle the 
amount given is contingent on the landholding status of the 
tenant. Luani stated that if a man has an agricultural 
allotment he should make a double presentation as his 
fatongia; and if he has no allotment he is not expected to 
give as much. This association noted by the fieflord is an 
old principle of Tongan 'rent'. Hocart noted that the 
Tongan-inhabited Ono Island in the Lau Group of Fiji had "a 
system of levy called vatongia [fatongia]; if the chief 
fixes the rate of a feast at four yams, a man who has one 
piece of land contributes four, one who has two contributes 
eight and so on" (Hocart 1929:27). The products are ideally 
given in proportion to the amount of land upon which the 
villager produces them.
It may be that this principle of proportional fatongia 
is usual today on those fiefs, such as Tefisi, where the 
fieflord is "involved to some extent in the lives of the 
people". For the sovereign fief of Pangaimotu, however, the 
principle is not operating in a strict fashion. What we do 
observe in Pangai is that the people who are most prominent 
in allocating property for fatongia are those who hold
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ceremonial and political offices. This observation in 
Pangai provides the key to the larger system of rent in kind 
paid to titled fiefholders, in contrast to rent in money 
paid to the government. Both the ideology and the practice 
of the stratification system require that titleholders are 
able to control and ceremonially present indigenous products 
to validate their offices. Money rent cannot provide this 
foundation.
In the twelve-month period from September 1982 to 
August 1983, Pangai villagers made three separate 
presentations to the sovereign as lord of the tofi'a upon 
which the people reside and hold lands. The occasions for 
these transfers were the sovereign's yearly tour of the 
northern islands, the marriage of Lavaka-Ata to Nanasipau'u 
Vaea, and the 1983 tour of the northern domains. In 1983, 
Pangai was included in the district which, at the 
instruction of the Vava'u Governor, amassed the products 
given as tali tu'uta, or 'reception gifts', and consequently 
was exempted from presenting the special sovereign tenants' 
fatongia to the fieflord. The Pangai wedding gifts are a 
good case of sovereign fief presentations at life-cycle 
ceremonies; I shall briefly describe this transaction and 
follow with an account of the Pangai village presentations 
to the monarch during his tour of the northern islands in 
1982 .
Pangai's gifts to the sovereign's side for the princely
marriage consisted of:
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1 puaka toho 1 fala paongo, size launima
(a highly esteemed mat)
1 kava toho
40 ’u f i kaumeile (yam) 1 ngatu, size lautefuhi
40 kape (AIocasia tubers)
The ngatu (painted tapa) and the mats were made by women of 
the village, working as a group, with mulberry and pandanus 
cut from the land (husband's and mother's brother's 
allotments are the most favoured sources of these raw 
materials), or purchased from the Neiafu market. The large 
pig was acquired through purchase, using money contributions 
ranging between two and five dollars from the villagers.
Ten people went from Pangai to the wedding in 
Nuku'alofa, including the sister of the first ranking 
matapule, two lower ranking matapule and the district 
officer. Representing the village, these office holders and 
the first-ranking matapule presented the indigenous 
valuables to the King's side prior to the wedding day. The 
valuables were displayed by both sides on the malae Pangai 
(ceremonial meeting ground) next to the Palace during the 
Tongan wedding ceremony on 12 December 1982.
In recent times past, when matapule exercised more 
power in village affairs, the kavenga clearly was not 
voluntary. One affluent villager who declined to contribute 
to the fund of tapa and pigs presented by Pangai at the 
occasion of the Princess Pilolevu's wedding was ordered by 
the matapule Koloamatangi to "go away and find another place 
to live". This man did leave the village and only returned 
after Koloamatangi accepted the entreaties of a mutual
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friend to allow him to return.
For money contributions today there is not a strong 
relationship between landholding status and the amounts 
contributed. The people emphasize that the collections are 
voluntary, each family giving what they can afford at the 
time. At the individual level, and where there is no 
fatongia avoidance, this assertion is correct; but at the 
community level (this distinction also applies to offerings 
to the church) the presentation is obligatory: each family 
gives according to its ability, but the total given must be 
sufficient, in this case, to purchase the required large 
pig. While donations add up to the total, there is no need 
for the district and town officers who organize the 
collection to apply sanctions, such as public criticism. It 
is the community as a residential unit which must perform 
its fatongia, and this organizational feature makes the 
fatongia appear to be voluntary at the level of the 
l ndividual.
In conjunction with the leadership factor, the point 
that this was a money contribution is clearly important. 
Presentation of indigenous products (such as in Hocart's 
example) clearly requires land for their production; but in 
Pangai today money is acquired from a variety of sources, 
hence the ability to contribute does not depend upon 
possession or use of land. In this sense, cash buying of 
kavenga products undermines the logic of the size of 
landholdings as a basis for proportional fatongia.
Usually, the sovereign's ceremonial visit northward
from Tongatapu is in August or September, takes place 
shortly after the yams are ready to harvest. The visit is 
the occasion for ceremonial gift presentation and for an 
agricultural show at which growers from all villages 
competitively display the fruits of their horticultural 
work. The show is not a competition between villages but 
between individuals, who receive prizes for the best result 
in each class of horticultural produce. In 1982, Tupou IV's 
visit and the agricultural show were postponed in 
consequence of cyclone Isaac, which caused great damage to 
crops in March of that year. (As noted, in the central 
Ha'apai Group the 1982 agricultural show was cancelled due 
to the low production after cyclone Isaac, but the show went 
ahead in Vava'u where the damage was less severe.) The
sovereign's 1982 visit to Vava'u occupied the days 16 to 18 
November.
The regular fua kavenga from Pangai villagers to the 
monarch is presented formally by matäpule of Pangai to the 
attending matapule of the sovereign during the royal stay in 
Vava'u. in 1982, the presentation was complicated by the 
fact that the King was to visit the village from the 
residence in Neiafu. The four church congregations and the 
village school staff and students built reception arches 
along the village roadway; families adorned the route into 
the village centre by draping ngatu and mats in the front of 
roadside houses and fences, and displaying ' uf i and kape 
along the roadside. The mood of the people was jubilant and 
proud. Then, on very short notice, the message came that
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the King would not be visiting the village. The villagers 
were visibly disappointed. As many women began to take down 
and fold their ngatu in precaution against impending rain, a 
contingent of high-ranking people (agnatic half-sister to 
the ranking matapule, two additional matapule, and the town 
and district officer) set out for the royal residence to ask 
that the sovereign "come and see the mats and tapa". 
Shortly after, the message bristled through the village that 
the Princess Pilolevu and her husband, who is the eldest son 
and heir to the noble Tuita, would be coming. The women 
re-emerged with their ngatu, draping it along the full 
length of the route into the village centre, and the 
villagers seated themselves on mats focusing on two arm 
chairs placed in the shade. Here senior representatives of 
most village families paid homage to Pilolevu and Tuita. 
During this respectful meeting, Siniva, the half-sister of 
Koloamatangi, sat on the ground slightly behind the royal 
couple with her back towards the Princess. After the 
villagers paid their respects, Pilolevu and her husband 
returned to Neiafu.
The people then began to load the largest truck in the 
village with the fatongia products and supplementary 
presentations to the sovereign. The items which constituted 
the fatongia proper were as follows:
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1 kava toho 1 ngatu, size launima
1 puaka toho 1 fala (24 X 20 feet)
20 kape (AI ocasia tubers)
The conception that these presentations are made in 
return for tenancy on the sovereign’s tofi'a was made 
explicit by a middle-aged Pangai man who characterized the 
products, in English, as "land gifts". Further discussion 
showed that in this set of relationships it is occupation of 
the lands, by residence or cultivation, rather than legal 
tenure of 'ap/ tukuhau, which is the elemental basis of the 
obligation to present property to the fieflord in return for 
the provision of land. The married eldest son of a family 
with extensive landholdings in the village and fief 
explained:
What the people here understand when the King 
comes to Vava’u is that the whole land belongs to 
the King and they have a feeling that they have a 
responsibility [kavenga]. This is our obligation 
(fatongia) or responsibility [kavenga] to perform 
when the King is here. It does not matter if you 
have an allotment or not, but you live in Pangai; 
it is under the King's control.
This ideology defines occupation of the land as the basic
condition which impels the regular presentation of
indigenous wealth for land. The substance of the
hierarchical exchange relation proves even richer when we
grasp that, in conjunction with this satisfaction of ties
through the land, the fatongia is potent for validating the
status of members of the tenant community.
In the discussion of the contributions by the tenants
on the noble fief of Tefisi, the point emerged that the act
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of giving is taken as a demonstration that the contributor
is a worthy person to hold land. The Pangai evidence shows
the additional principle that contributing to the f at ongia
is used by office holders to affirm their positions
publicly. In the Pangai transaction the principal gift
items were provided by particular ranking people within the
community: the kava toho was given by the middle-aged son
of the matapule Ahoinukava, who works closely with his
father in horticultural enterprise; the puaka toho came
from the ofisa pulefakavahe (district officer) in Pangai;
and the ngatu and mat were contributed by the half-sister of
the non-resident matapule Koloamatangi, who earlier in the
year had supervised their production by women of the
village. Motivation for the allocation of wealth to the
Pangai village fatongia was explained thus:
Ahoinukava is one of the matapule, and every time 
we make a thing here for the King he must prepare 
something ... The town officer and the district 
officer give; it is not the rule that they must, 
they just want to because this is one of the 
reasons the people say, alright, we will give them 
another chance this year to continue to be town 
officer and district officer; these two are doing 
good ... Manafa, he is a matapule from Pangai and 
he does the same, he prepares something; if he 
did not it is still okay, but he wants to because 
he has a name from the King.
Position, like landholding, must be validated through 
presentations to superiors. The gift is received and 
acknowledged by the superior, and - it is important to note 
the transaction is witnessed at the same time by the 
community and therefore also validates the title in the 
common view. The superord1nate and subordinate foundations 
of power are strengthened by the titleholder's presentation
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of property.
To conclude this analysis of the fatongia, in this 
system it is not those at the bottom of the social and 
economic gradient who bear the heaviest burden in the 
hierarchical flow of indigenous valuables, it is the 
landholders and office holders who have the greatest 
responsibility to give. The persons lowest in the order are 
bound to the fieflord by an ideology of obligation to 
reciprocate for occupation of land, but for these persons no 
legal sanctions are applied against failure to contribute. 
Persons who do hold registered allotments are secure but are 
more bound by the public sanction of gossip and the strength 
of the ideology to reciprocate for land; office holders are 
socially sanctioned by the implied depreciation of the name, 
and weakening of public support, should they avoid their 
fatongia.
Superordinate positions must continually be validated 
by formal presentations of property of specific forms: 
kava, pig, yam, kape, ngatu and mats. These forms of 
property have value and uses in contexts where wealth in the 
form of money cannot act. We may now see that fieflords 
require these products for exchange and they, in particular, 
find it difficult to convert money into indigenous wealth. 
It is this combination which limits the invasion of money 
into the range of transactions beween tenants and fieflords.
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Fiefholding and Forms of Wealth in Exchange
As we have observed, in different transactions the 
types of wealth transferred by tenants to fiefholders vary 
significantly. The differences between transactions 
involving residents on government, sovereign, and noble and 
matäpule estates emphasize the place of money in relation to 
that of indigenous products given to fieflords. For 
transfers as part of a request for an allotment or 
commercial lease, offerings of animals, kava, and root crops 
continue but their importance is declining, and the 
inducement presents, still generically termed 'gifts'
(me'a'ofa) are today usually gifts of cash. Commercial 
leases on all types of estate are paid in money according to 
the scheme of values cited by the Privy Council. For 
government estates these funds go into the Treasury, for 
sovereign and titleholder estates they are transferred to 
the fiefholder as personal lands income. Regular, ongoing 
payments for smallholdings on government estates are small 
cash rents, while the sovereign, noble and matäpule 
generally waive the cash rents in favour of the fatongia 
presented in indigenous valuables.
The material presentations to fiefholders are at once 
the due of their special position and also the central part 
of the fund of property upon which the fiefholder draws to 
support his position. It is in this use of the property 
received as fatongia that we can account for the observed 
variation in types of property given for land. The forms of 
property transferred from tenants to fieflords are
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influenced by the requirements for exchange between lords.
The dual foundation of titleholding positions is most 
evident in the pongipongi hingoa or ’installation ceremony', 
the most significant of exchanges engaging titleholders and
the sovereign. I n this ceremony, the titleholder is
summoned and takes his correct place in the royal kava
circle after he has prepared and presented the prescribed 
indigenous products to the sovereign. Ascription to the 
titled hierarchy is validated first in the installation 
ceremony, and subsequently in annual and life-cycle 
ceremonies.
The matapule presents esteemed products to the 
sovereign "because he has a name". A resident on the noble 
fief Longomapu explained that a noble "feels ashamed" (ma) 
if he does not make offerings to the monarch on the 
prescribed occasions.
The fieflords require indigenous products for exchanges 
through which they validate their positions in the 
hierarchical order. Enterprise on fief or demesne holdings 
does not provide the required products. The Tongan fief is 
not a unit of production; nor is demesne-level production 
highly developed. We see in chapter V that the absence of 
significant labour rent is critical to this low level of 
feudal enterprise. Extended and elementary family groups 
and to a minor extent cooperative work groups are the 
important social units of agricultural production. Royalty, 
nobles, and six senior matapule have superior rights in 
land, but commoners have secure control of agricultural
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allotments. Supervision of production is not the basis of 
fieflord power today. The source of supply is exaction from 
tenants and relatives through the ideology of f a t o n g i a .
There are implied possibilities for fieflords to 
accumulate indigenous valuables. Recall how, in the lengthy 
passage given in chapter II, the fieflord chose to retain 
the exceptionally large kava root and drink of another. The 
noble Luani keeps the f i hu received after the wedding "for 
the next k a v e n g a" . Reputedly, the sovereign has a building 
with stores of n g a t u and mats in Nuku'alofa from which he 
draws to make presentations to titleholders, overseas 
government guests, and royalty from Fiji and Polynesian 
states.
Comparing the full range of transactions between 
fiefholders and tenants, government estate tenants do not 
present rent in kind because, in addition to having a clear 
interest in acting in accord with Statute, the government is 
not a social unit in the intra-stratum exchanges. Where 
k ava root and pigs were the conventional initial gifts for 
land in the early twentieth century, these items have now 
been largely replaced by sums of cash, as dictated by 
fieflords, whose value is far higher than the monetary value 
of pigs and k a v a . Income from commercial leases is limited. 
The appropriation of sums of cash as a condition for 
inheritable land grants to commoners, and commercial leases 
to entrepreneurs, is one of the few ways to convert control 
of fief lands into money.
The exchanges which have not been replaced by cash
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payments are the ritualized yearly and cyclical 
presentations of pigs, kava, yams, kape , ngatu, and mats, 
known as the kavenga of the residents of the fiefs, and 
whose performance is their fatongia.
Fieflords do not collect money rents and convert these 
into indigenous wealth; to do so would bring criticism. 
Indigenous valuables constitute a partially closed sphere of 
exchange in relation to money. Tenants on the government 
estates do not present rent in kind because the government, 
while it controls estates of land, does not represent itself 
as a social unit in the exchanges between the enfeoffed 
11 1leholders . The content of hierarchical exchanges between 
villagers and fieflords is shaped by the requirements for 
exchange as a means of validating position in the fieflord 
Estate .
Division of Services
In the production of these articles with asymmetrical 
gift value the relationship between lords and their tenants 
entails a division of labour. This is best demonstrated in 
ceremonial discourse and I direct the reader to the 
following lines of ritual speech made by the matäpule (Ml 
and M2) of the monarch upon the offering of kavenga produced 
by the tenants of Lauaki, the fieflord of Masilamea and 
Talafo’ou, at Lauaki's installation ceremony in July 1983:
Speaker Text and Translation Explanatory Notes
Ml, M2 fakafeta'i e to kava (echoed by M2)






Ml , M2 fakafeta'i e to kava ha'amo





means to carry on 
one’s shoulder. In 
this case it 
indicates size. It 
is usually tied to 
poles and carried by 
several men.
Ml, M2 fakafeta'i e to kava hula
Ml, M2 fakafeta'i e to kava toho
Ml, M2 fakafeta'i e to fei'umu 
kave i tau
appreciation for making 
f ei 'umu kav eitau
hula indicates a 
large size , cf. 
fufuI a - bloated.
toho literally 
means drag (on a 
sleigh). This is 
the largest size.
roasting kaveitau 
size food baskets; 
kaveit au
indicates a basket 
with handles.
Ml , M2 f a k a f e t a ' i e f ei 'umu hula as in kava hula - 
size.
Ml , M2 fakafeta'i e fei'umu 
fa k a h u nga
f akahunga - a size 
grade.
Ml, M2 fakafeta'i e f anga puaka 
appreciation for raising 
pigs
fanga puaka = pig 
husbandry.
Ml , M2 f a k a f e t a ' i 
h a 'amo
e f anga puaka
Ml , M2 f a k a f e t a ' i e f anga puaka hula
Ml , M2 f a k a f e t a ' / e f anga puaka toho
Ml fakafeta' i 
thanks for
e ngaue 
the work the work is well done
Ml
Ml
takatu'u ma i 
rise, stand toward [the speaker)
ngaue ke fakatu'uta 
work to make land the baskets to be set 




Ml takatu'u mai...ko e ngaue ke huahua'i
rise...the work to be rummaged 
rise...open the baskets for inspection.
Mn 'u'ufi kuo lelei e ngaue
cover it is good the work 
* cover the baskets, the contents are acceptable.
The foods, kava and valuables presented in this ritual
transaction are termed ngaue, the generic for 'work'. The
matäpule to the hau formally inspect the presentation made
through the pule ngaue, the 'leader of the work' (designated
as PN1 in the text). From one angle this conception
captures the sense that work is embodied in the objects
exchanged.
The cultural model of the relationship of giver and 
receiver is revealed in the statement of one elderly woman 
who in discussing presentations to the lords remarked that 
people are motivated to give "because of the King's work and 
the nobles' work". This association of labour positions 
with social strata is ideationally constructed as a division 
of services which are inequivalent and form a complement. I 
surmise that these statements reveal elements of the older 
Tongan model of the system of total relations. In this 
conceptualization, the lords perform political tasks and 
give protection for their tenants; the tenants carry 
material tasks and services. This element of the 
relationship between lords and tenants is subordinated in 
the post-Constitutional period to the conception of
hierarchical transfers as 'rent'.
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Offerings to the Churches
At this point let us note the Estate qualities of the 
churches and the parallels between offerings to the churches 
and presentations to the lords. Churches are entitled to 
special tenure of land under "charitable leases" for 
ninety-nine years. The churches hold land for buildings and 
ministers' gardens without payments or only nominal amounts. 
This practice is now slowly changing with increased 
commercial pressure on landholders. Such lands have been 
given by both fieflords and tenants who have large 
allotments.
Tenants make gifts to the lords for the land. 
Parishioners' offerings to the churches are predicated on a 
notion of reciprocity in relation to God whereby the 
families of the congregation submit money and valuables and 
in return God bestows His blessings upon the people. The 
congregation is termed the kainga, as is the tenant group. 
The responsibility to make these offerings is termed the 
kavenga to the church. People have kavenga to their land 
and their church, as well as to their family. The transfers 
to the church lift surplus out of the commoner stratum as do 
the presentations to the lords.
The Wesleyan and Catholic churches hold offering 
ceremonies annually. The Wesleyan collections are called 
the misinale, while the Catholic collection is known as 
kato'anga 'ofa. I have listed in Appendix C the amounts 
presented by Pangai families to the Free Wesleyan Church of 
Tonga at the misinale which I attended on 4 December 1982. 
The minister divides the congregation into groups termed
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kalasi (’classes') with three to five families in each 
group. Related families are generaly included in the same 
group. Each family makes a main contribution termed the
peleti 'plate' or si no'i peleti 'body of the plate' to which
relatives and friends add varying amounts as tokoni or 
'help'. The village families give substantial amounts of 
cash. This year shows an average of TS92.52 but up to
TS532.00. The goal set for the collection in 1982 was 
T$2,250. The total amount collected from these 27 families 
was T$3,136. In the previous year, when their fortunes were 
not affected by the cyclone the goal of T$2,000 was far
exceeded with a total contribution of T$3,458.46. The
largest contribution was made by the steward (setuate) of 
the church, and in general the higher one's rank in the 
church, the larger the contribution. The steward 
contributes the largest amount to the church, and as we have 
seen matapule and civil officers make larger gifts to lords 
in order to validate their positions. These practices 
reveal points on which may be regarded as a second Estate, 
having privileged rights to land and the right to receive 
kavcnga from the people.
In this chapter, we have examined relations concerning 
land and gift transfer between the established strata. The 
following chapter focuses upon relations of access to land 
within the village population, giving special consideration 
to the institution of use-right in land. From this analysis 
we will raise questions about the possible development of 
stratification by class as some villagers become separated 
from the basic resource of production.
IV
CONTROL AND USE-RIGHT IN LAND AMONG PANGAI VILLAGERS
There is a certain measure of inequality among the 
villagers in regard to leased a p i . Thus 
thirty-six men are each lessees of one api of the 
smaller size. Six men are each lessees of one big 
a p i ; three men each rent two api ; one man rents 
three ap i ... as long as a young man wishes to 
remain in the village of Pangai, he cannot 
necessarily look forward to controlling by lease 
an ap i on the island of Pangai ... the male 
children of a man who rents but one api have now 
no hope of renting a p i for themselves on Pangai 
island. When they reach adulthood, they will have 
to make arrangements ... (Beaglehole 1941:18).
For every two householders with 'api t u k u h a u there 
was a further householder who was sharing land 
with a relation (Walsh 1965:93).
Land now has a direct economic value ... and can 
be used ... to increase ... cash income (Maude 
1965 : 1 17 ) .
Beaglehole saw that Pangai village had a predominantly 
horticultural economy, that existing lands were distributed 
as inheritable tenures, and that no new allotments were 
available. We have established that in the pre-war era 
principles of generalized access to lands held by relatives 
and friends ameliorated the problem of differentiated 
control of inheritable leaseholds. The cultural principle 
of ‘ of a as 'sharing' in application to land access overrode 
the legal differentiation of landholders and 'landless'. 
Rogers' data (1975) show that this institution was
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characteristic of land use arrangements on the more isolated 
island of Niuatoputapu during the 1970s. What has been the 
fate of the institution of generalised access to land in 
Pangai village between 1938 and 1983? Has use of land of 
relatives and neighbours continued as an 'arrangement' 
available to villagers without their own 'api tukuhau? What 
particular relationships do Pangai people use to get garden 
land? What do any observed changes reveal about the 
premises of particular types of relationship among these 
people and about the nature of groups and categories here in 
terms of stratification?
To address these questions for Pangai village we must 
step back to clarify our perspective on the conditions in 
this particular locality. Already we have seen that 
strategic gifts, commercial leases, and regular 
presentations for land vary on the the different estates in 
the Vava'u Group. Recent census and land records show 
significant differences in the distribution of 'api tukuhau 
on the Vava'u estates of the King, nobles and matapule, and 
the government. In most estates, since World War II 
landholding has been restructured by the conscious and 
direct intervention of the state to re-allot smallholdings 
of statutory size. Pangaimotu lands, however, have not yet 
been divided; and Pangai shows a higher proportion of 
'landless' inhabitants than other villages in the Group. 
The question of generalised access is thus especially 
important for this community.
Relations concerning land in Pangai today have more
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continuity with relations of the pre-war period than most 
villages, where state intervention has broken up the 
early-twentieth-century distribution of ' api tukuhau. The 
difference between the sovereign fief of Pangaimotu and the 
government and titleholder estates is itself a comment on 
modern Tongan polity and relations between the line of the 
conqueror, the government, and the nobility.
Types of Tofi'a and Distribution of 'Api Tukuhau
Looking at a single community, whether a villager holds 
an allotment or is without secure tenure of a smallholding 
is generally a function of gender, generation, birth order, 
and migration status - that is, the old families hold land 
before immigrant families.
Looking at villages on different tofi'a of Vava1u, in 
view of the 11 1leholders' control of land and the costs of 
acquiring allotments on titleholder fiefs through strategic 
payments, I expected to find that there are more landless 
people on the fiefs of nobles and matapule than on those of 
the King and the government. In Vava'u, however, this is 
not the observed situation.
The 1976 Census of Tonga included questions about 
allotment holding and registration. Appendix D summarises 
the data contained in the census, showing for each village 
in Vava’u the total number of adults eligible for allotments 
and the numbers of people who hold and do not hold an 
agricultural allotment. Alongside each village name I have 
indicated the type of fief upon which the village is
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located. The figures for each village do not produce a 
perfect measure of the proportions of landholding and 
eligible but landless people, in the sense that some people, 
particularly sons who are heirs, claim to have allotments 
when they use an area but are not yet the legal holder. 
Such claims, however, do not appear to vary from one fief 
type to another, hence any error introduced should be 
random. People also hold land on fiefs other than that 
containing their village of residence upon which the census 
groupings are based; but such holdings are usually 
restricted to the same type of fief as the one of residence 
(for instance an inhabitant of a village on a government 
estate usually holds land on a government area, and not on a 
sovereign or noble fief). Hence we may validly compare the 
populations on the three estate types. The use of the 
census data has the advantages of objectivity and uniform 













Titleholde r 892 1073 1965
King 132 322 454
Government 402 593 995
Total 1426 1988 3414
Sources: Tonga Census of Population and Housing 1976, 
Volume 1, Table 47; Cadastral Survey Map of 
Vava'u; Field Notes 1982-83
Comparison of the proportions of landless on the three 
types of fief shows that, in general, there are more people 
without allotments on the holdings of the monarch and 
government than on the holdings of the noble fiefs. For the 
15 villages on the titleholder estates the range of those 
without allotments is from 43.56 to 66.67 per cent, with a 
median of 54.93 per cent. The range for the 17 villages on 
government estates is 42.19 to 74.07 per cent 'landless', 
the median being 58.12 per cent. The 4 villages on the 
fiefs of the King range from 68.85 to 74.13 per cent without 
allotments, and the median is 69.48 per cent. The highest 
village figure in the Vava'u Group - 74.13 per cent without 
an 'api tukuhau - is for Pangai village.
Tests for statistical significance on - these 
distributions (see Appendix E) demonstrate meaningful 
differences between the types of fief in the proportions of 
eligible people with or without allotments: in general for
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all Vava'u, the tofi'a of nobles and matapule have fewer 
'landless', the tofi'a of the government have a 
mid-proportion, and the highest proportion of persons 
without allotments is on the fiefs of the King.
A close scrutiny of the data suggested, however, that 
the two large titleholder tofi'a of Longomapu and Leimatu'a 
in western and central 'Uta Vava'u, which are shown on the 
tofi'a map, have a disproportionate effect on the overall 
relationship. These two large fiefs have high populations 
(Longomapu 163 persons eligible for allotments, Leimatu'a 
387 persons eligible - see Appendix D) and relatively low 
proportions of landless (Longomapu 43.56 per cent, Leimatu'a 
50.13 per cent). When we withdraw these two villages from 
the sample, the differences in the proportions of landless 
in the populations on the government and titleholder fiefs 
are not significant (see Appendix E). This affirms that the 
majority of the difference between these two fief-types is 
produced by the two locations Longomapu and Leimatu'a. The 
low proportions of landless on these two large fiefs is the 
result of their large sizes and the availability of land 
here. We surmise from this observation that the 
institutional arrangements do not produce meaningful 
differences in the proportions of landholders on the 
titleholder and government tofi'a. As we saw earlier, the 
main differences in conditions of tenancy on these two 
classes of fief are the nature of gifts for new land and 
cyclical 'rent' presentations.
Returning to the tofi'a of the sovereign, meaningful
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differences remain: in Vava'u, the population on the King's 
tofi'a have a significantly higher proportion of persons 
without allotments than the populations on the tofi'a of 
titleholders and of the government.
Particular Characteristics of Pangaimotu and Holonga
This relationship is explained in the first instance by 
reference to the processes of land distribution directed by 
the state. In Queen Salote's time, on all Vava'u tofi'a 
many allotments were larger than the statutory size of 3.34 
hectares (8.25 acres). The divisions at Pangaimotu in the 
1920s as drawn on our map exemplify this situation. 
Pangaimotu was partially surveyed, but for most localities 
comprehensive and systematic records of allotment sizes were 
not available. Land Registry books record allotment names 
but usually not sizes, and boundaries were established by 
the fiefholder or matapule or by agreement between tenants 
in the area.
In general, the non-enfeoffed matapule, relations and 
close friends of fiefholders, and industrious farmers were 
able to secure large tracts. This situation is exemplified 
by the case of the Pangai matapule Koloamatangi , who held an 
allotment of 11.17 hectares (27.6 acres), the third largest 
allotment on the Pangai fief. The two largest allotments on 
this fief, 11.7 hectares (28.8 acres) and 11.49 hectares 
(28.3 acres) respectively, were held by men described as 
very hard-working, and who were both among those farmers who 
raised cash crops using income from their employment at the
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Wolfgramm copra station in Pangai. For the large noble fief 
of Longomapu, my records include many oversize allotments, 
one of which was as large as 40 hectares (100 acres). And 
for Vaimalo village, located on a government estate, one 
elderly resident recalled that he organized a toungaue (work 
group) which cleared a broad swathe of land until they 
approached the boundary with the neighbouring Tupouto'a fief 
of Taoa, where the clearing was halted by men of Taoa 
village. Here the Vaimalo farmer continued clearing the 
bush land inside the Vaimalo estate. The large tract 
cleared was 65 hectares (160 acres) considered to be his 
‘ ap i tukuhau .
This situation of many large allotments divided on the 
old local boundaries remains the predominant pattern today 
on only two fiefs in Vava'u: the King's estates of Holonga 
and Pangaimotu. On all other estates the allotments are 
re-allocated on the statutory-size boundaries established by 
the cadastral survey. The redistribution of land commenced 
in Vava'u during January 1964 under the supervision of 
S.A.L. Tuita, a noble of the realm and then Acting Minister 
of Lands. Initial announcements by radio instructed 
fiefholders and persons with rights to specific pieces of 
land to come forward with their claims. Tuita convened 
meetings in the villages at which all claims were recorded. 
In cases of dispute, Tuita instructed claimants to retire 
and attempt to produce a settlement, usually with the result 
that the parties agreed to divide the area into two 
allotments. Families which held large allotments divided
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the land between the sons. The 65-hectare allotment at 
Vaimalo described above was divided in 1965 between the sons 
and agnatic grandsons of the enterprising farmer. By these 
procedures, most cases were settled by families. Where 
agreement proved impossible, disputes went before the court. 
On all titleholder and government estates the vast majority 
of allotments are distributed according to the cadastral 
boundarie s.
In contrast with the general pattern, 'api on the 
sovereign fiefs of Holonga and Pangaimotu have not been 
re-allocated and, with the exception of a few allotments 
recently transferred by inheritance, the holdings on these 
sovereign fiefs are on the old boundaries. This point first 
became apparent when I brought a copy of the cadastral 
survey map of Pangaimotu from Nuku'alofa to stimulate 
discussion among Pangai landholders. The cadastral 
boundaries bore no resemblance whatsoever to the Pangai 
farmers' allotment boundaries. Yet at Longomapu, Tu'anuku, 
'Ofu, Toula, and 'Utungake the cadastral map did correspond 
to the divisions which people work on. The interest of the 
Pangai landholders was with the old chain-survey map of the 
allotments on the fief (the basis of the 'api tukuhau map) 
as discussions revealed that, with certain changes according 
to the passage of the generations, the older map, not the 
cadastral chart, shows the allotment boundaries known in 
Pangai today.
At Holonga, a relatively large fief in north central 
'Uta Vava'u (see tofi'a map), the division of allotments is
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on the local boundaries. Here the situation is well 
exemplified by the allotment divisions in a small area of 
the fief affected by the 1983 extension of Lupepau'u 
Airstrip. The landing field runs roughly east to west, 
occupying an area of the matäpule fief Leimatu'a and at the 
eastern extremity running into the King's fief of Holonga. 
As part of the extension work it was necessary to cut the 
trees from neighbouring allotments to give a clear landing 
approach. The cadastral map showed four allotments in the 
area but enquiries among Holonga farmers showed that on the 
boundaries they recognize there were only three allotments 
affected and the Ministry of Agriculture Forestry and 
Fisheries assessed the value of the trees to be cut on the 
three allotments. The discrepancy between the cadastral and 
the old boundaries at Holonga is also relevant to an 
application for a commercial lease by the Taiwanese company 
South Pacific Land Sea and Air Limited (hereafter SPLSA). 
The application is for an area of 13.26 hectares (32 acres 3 
roods). The King, as fiefholder, sees the lease as 
desirable. But, according to the boundaries recognized by 
Holonga people, parts of the area are occupied by villagers, 
some being registered according to the allotment name. In 
1983 one tenant had almost 1 hectare (2 acres) of vanilla, 
some of which was well established and had been pollinated, 
and two had root crop plantations. These gardens were 
organized on the old boundaries, whereas the SPLSA lease 
application cited the cadastral boundaries.
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S O V E R E IG N ’S DEM ESN E TAUNGA'ULUPOKO  
(in re la tion to cadastra l  boundaries)
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The SPLSA has also applied to lease commercially the 
King's demesne Taungaulupoko at Pangaimotu. Taungaulupoko 
and the adjacent allotments are known by the old boundaries. 
To illustrate the difference between old and cadastral 
boundaries, see the accompanying map of the sovereign's 
demesne, on which the family boundaries are indicated by 
solid lines and the cadastral boundaries for allotments of 
the maximum statutory size are shown by broken lines. The 
King proposes to lease the demesne but wishes to have the 
lease area demarcated according to the cadastral grid, so 
the demesne is to be re-defined to correspond with the 
boundaries of four allotments. The neighbouring allotments 
will be restructured to statutory size as the demesne is 
rede fined.
On these two sovereign fiefs where the old boundaries
are still in effect, large allotments are held by the senior
men according to the early-twentieth-century pattern of
distribution, whereas on all other estates the state has
divided the excess areas of oversize allotments among sons
and brothers of senior men. One local official with whom I
discussed this observation remarked:
On those King's estates the land is not 
subdivided. If [an allotment is] oversize it is 
kept in the hands of the one old man who has that 
allotment. His sons stay around him and work the 
land .
I surmise that the proportion of men without allotments is 
higher on the sovereign fiefs than on the other classes of 
estate because the lands at Pangaimotu and Holonga were not 
re-allocated after the cadastral survey. Holonga and Pangai
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constitute 68.7 per cent of the Vava'u sovereign fief 
population. I have no direct evidence of increases in the 
numbers of ' a p i  holders in Vava'u with redistribution, but 
in his report on the cadastral survey on Nomuka Island, 
Ha'apai, D.L. Leach noted that "those lots found to be more 
than 8 1/4 acres have been subdivided, the net result being 
to reduce the size of the approximate overall average" 
(Leach 1959:9); and Maude's map of land divisions at 
Niutoua, Tongatapu, before and after sudivision shows that 
the number of allotments, hence holders of allotments, 
increased over fourfold with the survey and statutory 
allocation (see Maude 1965:Figure 17). The census 
difference in proportions of eligible persons with and 
without land on the three fief types is explained by the 
fact that oversize allotments at Pangaimotu and Holonga, the 
two most populous sovereign fiefs in Vava'u, have not been 
re-apportloned to younger brothers and sons of the 
established larger landholders.
This observation raises the comparative point that 
relations concerning land in Pangai today have a continuity 
with the relations of the pre-war period. On the other 
hand, Pangai is not typical of Vava'u villages on the 
specific point that in most localities, agricultural land 
has been legally redistributed to agnates of the larger 
landholders.
Why were allotments on these sovereign fiefs not 
re-allocated soon after the survey, as on noble, m a t a p u l e ,  
and government estates? I can only propose an answer to
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this question, since the details of decision-making in
matters of royal prerogative are not accessible. The answer 
hinges on the singular status of the monarch in the 
hierarchy of land control. The Ministry of Lands had the
authority to ini t iate and direct the re-allocation of
allotments on the estates of nobles and matäpule and on
government estates. The position of the state in relation
to land matters on titleholder fiefs is noted by Marcus:
The underlying theme of these [land] laws has been 
to restrain noble prerogatives as landlords in the 
interests of the egalitarian aspects of Tupou I's 
reforms (that is, provision of all adult male 
Tongans with secure hereditary tenure and use of 
smallholdings) (1975:108).
It is the duty of the Minister of Lands to define 
the boundaries of all landholdings (1975:108).
Estate-holders might occasionally come into 
disagreement with the Governors of either the 
Ha'apai or Vava'u region ... regarding the effect 
of regional policy on their estates. In such 
cases, the clear subordination of the nobility to 
government becomes apparent. The nobles [and 
enfeoffed matäpule] are ... subject to government 
administration in regional and national policies 
concerning the people and land of estates (Marcus 
1975:170).
The superordinate authority of the government regarding 
the application of land policies on these inheritable 
estates meant that the Ministry of Lands was able to 
organise redistribution of allotments on titleholder fiefs 
as well as on government estates. But the rights of the hau 
supersede government in the control of sovereign fiefs. The 
government would not presume to re-organise tenant 
allotments on the monarch’s fiefs without directive from His 
Majesty. Perhaps at the time of the reforms the monarch 
instructed the Vava'u Governor to retain the status quo of
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land distribution on the Vava'u sovereign fiefs. One Vava'u 
man whom I asked about redistribution suggested that 
Tupou IV has kept the lands the way they were because "he 
does not want to disturb the redistribution that his mother 
Queen Salote decided upon". In isolation this 
interpretation could have some substance - Tupou IV's 
respect for his mother could include retention of the land 
divisions approved by the Queen. The observed situation on 
other sovereign fiefs does argue against the point, however, 
in that on Nuapapu in Vava'u and on the sovereign fiefs at 
Tongatapu and Ha'apai the allotments are re-allocated. The 
only other answer forthcoming was that Tupou IV wishes to 
let the Crown Prince decide on the division when he assumes 
the throne. This suggestion is not tenable. The seniority 
of the father in father-son relations argues against it; 
furthermore Tupou IV is a strong monarch who acts on his own 
counsel. A possibility which must be allowed is that the 
government, out of respect for His Majesty, simply did not 
apply the policy of re-allocation to the sovereign fiefs. 
The present belated transition to cadastral boundaries is at 
the instruction of the sovereign. Conceivably, Pangaimotu 
and Holonga are the last main-island sovereign fiefs to be 
converted because population pressure is lower than on 
Nuapapu and the sovereign fiefs of Ha'apai, and commercial 
land use is developing somewhat later in Vava'u than on the 
fiefs of Tongatapu.
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‘Api Tukuhau at Pangaimotu
Since 1938, most 'api tukuhau on the tofi'a of 
Pangaimotu have remained intact and have been transferred to 
heirs. The distribution of 'api tukuhau has remained to a 
large extent isomorphic with the pre-war pattern in the 
sense that most allotments continue to be held by those 
lines of agnates whose members of the preceding generation 
were known to Beaglehole. One man who accumulated three 
allotments through the fortunes of inheritance (see 
Beaglehole 1941:18) successfully divided his excess holdings 
between his brother and his sons during the early 1970s. 
Several other men with large holdings wish to apportion land 
to junior brothers and sons but presently are not permitted 
to register these transfers. Villagers remarked that they 
do not understand why they are not allowed to subdivide at 
this time. A few allotments have passed outside the agnatic 
lines by direct transfer between villagers, normally 
involving a private exchange of cash before submission of 
the request to the Land Office. Two other allotments were 
acquired as a single holding through the Vava'u Governor 
years ago. The present holder is from another village and 
Pangai men presume he made strategic gifts of money to 
obtain the allotments.
The relative stability of the 'api tukuhau divisions 
over the past forty-five years is reflected in the number of 
'api. Beaglehole's 1938 map identifies 81 allotments, 
including the holdings of the Free Wesleyan Church and the 
Pangai primary school (see Beaglehole 1941:6); during
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1982-83 I recorded 79 allotments on the tofi'a. The overall 
reduction of two allotments is due to the expansion of the 
residential area of the village eastward on the south side 
of the road leading to 'Utulei and 'Utungake, where the 
agricultural allotments are now divided into town plots.
Today, of the 592 residents of the village, 
thirty-three (29 men and 4 widows) have legal tenure of 
api tukuhau . Inheritable tenures of 'api by residents of 
the community in 1938 and 1983 compare as follows:
Table 2 Holding of 'Api Tukuhau by Residents of Pangai,
1938 and 1983
1938 1983Size of 
Holding











acres) 36 81.8 25 28.7
1 big ' 
( >16
api
acres) 6 13.6 6 6.9
2 'api 3 6.8 3 3 . 4
3 'api 1 2 . 3 - -
Total 46 104 . 5 34 39.1
Sources: Beaglehole 1941; Pangai Interviews 1982-83
The most important point here is that between 1938 and 1983 
the proportion of households in excess of the number of 
‘api tu ku hau has increased from 0 to 60.9 per cent. 
Clearly, the doubling of the population while the number of 
allotments has not grown partially accounts for this
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increased proportion. Simultaneously, though, it is 
important to note that the observed reduction in the actual 
number of residents holding land reflects a pattern with 
respect to movement out of Tongan villages. Typically in 
the first generation experiencing increased outmigration, 
elder sons are more likely to migrate than their younger 
brothers. First-borns inherit the land but are also the 
ones to be encouraged toward higher education when they show 
promise, and to seek wage work, which is viewed with 
increasing esteem. Often it is the younger brothers, with 
no legal tenure of ' a p i  or rights as heirs, who remain 
behind in the villages.
As a consequence of these processes more than half of 
the households in Pangai cannot provision themselves by 
horticultural production on land held in legal, inheritable 
tenure by a member of that domestic unit. To support the 
family through garden production, the larger part of the 
community must seek use of land from someone outside the 
household.
This contradiction, occasioned by the importance of 
primogeniture among brothers, is handled through agnatic 
management of lands registered to the elder and the 
corresponding ideology of ‘ o f a between brothers whereby the 
elder demonstrates his 'caring' for his young brothers when 
he shares his land with them. More generally, we have seen 
in chapter II that inheritance of land is agnatic, with 
residual rights to widows and daughters unattached to 
another man, and use-rights applied to bilateral kin,
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affines, and friends.
What changes might we expect of these generalized 
use-rights in the context of the transition from the 
subsistence and prestation evaluation of land in 1938 to the 
increasingly commodity-oriented perspective on land in 1983?
Use-Right, Kinship, Affinity, and Amity
To develop an expectation we may bring in some 
comparative data from Fiji. Here the registered landholding 
unit is the mataqali, which is loosely glossed as ’clan’, 
and villages usually consist of more than one of these 
descent groups. During researches between 1958 and 1961, 
Ward observed in less commercialized villages the norm that 
members of land-short mataqali used land belonging to other 
mataqali (Ward 1965, 1984). As in pre-war Pangai, access 
was generally granted by verbal agreement (Ward 1984:10); 
by virtue of this norm there was no truly landless category 
in the villages (Ward 1984; see also Maude 1973:172-3, 178, 
who implies this point for Tonga). This parallels the 
situation I have described for early-twentieth-century 
Pangal.
In 1983 Ward re-surveyed land use in relation to 
landholding and confirmed that in the more commercialized 
villages the proportion of persons using land belonging to 
other descent groups had dropped. In Sote village the 
change was from 74 to 37 per cent, and in Saliadrau from 69 
to 46 per cent; in Nabudrau village, where commercial 
pressure has not increased, the proportion of gardens not on
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the planter's descent-group land remained steady at 88 per 
cent in 1959 and 89 per cent in 1983 (Ward 1984:11-12). 
Ward's argument is that commercial pressure is the primary 
cause for reduction in the use of land outside the mataqali. 
Ward does not control for population pressure in relation to 
commercial pressure, and reduced use of land outside the 
descent group does inversely correlate with population 
increase in these villages <1>, which means that one cannot 
monocausally link commercial pressure with restricted 
sharing of land. However, the general perspective on this 
question among Pangai villagers is reflected in the 
statement by an heir to extensive allotment holdings:
You can use other people's land now, but it is
very difficult, because everything is money.
The expectation presented by Ward's findings and from this 
Pangai remark is that, as commercialization proceeds, the 
range of relationships entailing use-right in land will 
narrow. We may test our observations against this 
expectation, and in so doing ask what elements of 
commercialization are responsible for any change. Unto what 
specific relationships does use-right narrow? And what is 
the correspondence between use-right and inheritance right?
As noted in chapter II, systematic data on usufruct in 
pre-war Pangai are not available. Looking to other 
possibilities, Maude acknowledges that unfortunately he did 
not record these data but, from a few cases observes, "a 
slight preference for borrowing land from relatives" (Maude
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1965:119). Some evidence is given by Nayacakalou for an
unnamed Tongatapu village in 1957-58; here there were 106
households and 104 ' a p i but, because of inequities in the
distribution twenty-seven households had no ‘ ap  i and
nineteen of these were using land of other viHager s .
Nayacakalou does not distinguish specific types of ties 
beyond noting that of these nineteen instances, ten men were 
using land of 'related households' and the remaining nine 
men "share with unrelated ones" (Nayacakalou 1958:109). 
This observation supports the point that generalized 
use-right has been a norm in Tonga but does not allow close 
examination of the relationships and principles involved. 
Voyaging northward, however, we do find useful data from 
Niuatoputapu Island collected by Rogers at Falehau in 1971. 
Subsistence and copra orientation establishes a 
correspondence between Pangai 1938 and Niuatoputapu 1971; 
therefore we are on strongest ground using Rogers' data to 
compare with that from Pangai.
Landholding and land use for an availability sample of 
117 Pangai residents entitled to allotments (110 men aged 16 
years and over, 7 widows) are presented as Appendix F. Of 
these 117 persons, thirty-three (28.2 per cent) hold 
allotments, and the names and stated sizes of the holdings 
are recorded. (These are the data summarized above in Table 
2.) Two men with allotments have gardens on land held by 
others; one of these is an enterprising son of the man who 
successfully registered his excess holdings to brother and 
sons. One son plants cash crops on the allotments of his
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brothers who are overseas. The second case is the faifekau 
of the Free Wesleyan Church of Tonga, who holds an allotment 
of 2.59 hectares (6.4 acres) on his home island of Ofu but 
uses the 'api of the F.W.C. while he holds the office of 
faifekau in Pangai. Fifty-seven (67.9 per cent) of the 
eighty-four villagers in the sample without an allotment had 
a garden on an allotment belonging to a relative, affine, or 
friend. Those villagers without gardens have other sources 
of provision, most notably fishing or wage work, or are 
dependent unmarried young men not engaged in individual 
enterprise. For the fifty-seven plots founded on use-right, 
the relationships between user and landholder are presented 
in the right hand column of Appendix F.
Rogers grouped his forty usufruct cases according to 
the following classes of relationship: 'immediate kin'
(kainga 'ofi), 'distant kin' (kainga mama'o), 'affines'
(kainga ma Ii or maIi), 'unrelated friends' (kaume'a pe), 
'formal request' (kole pe), and 'unrelated caretaker'
(tauhi). Within these categories Rogers lists the specific 
relationship between user and landholder. For the present 
analysis, because the inheritance-right is agnatic, we 
retain a distinction between agnates and non-agnates. (Use 
of land held by a widowed mother is typed according to the 
relation between the deceased husband and user, since the 
woman herself has only registered use-right.)
Employing these distinctions, use-practice observed 
among Falehau people in 1971, working in a more conservative 
village economy and Pangai people in 1983, the more
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commercialized village, are compared in Table 3.
Table 3 Use-Rights in Plots of Land Worked by Residents of
Falehau, Niuatoputapu, 1971, and Pangai,
Vava'u , 1983
User on Land of: Falehau Pangai
Class of 
Relatlonship
Spec i f i c 
Relatlonship No . % No . %
FaFa 0 0 3 5.3
Fa 3 7 . 5 24 42 . 2
FaBr o 1 2 . 5 5 8.8
Mo 3 4 . 5 4 7.0
Bro 2 5.0 6 10.5
Son 2 5 . 0 0 0
Agnates and Mother - Subtotal 11 27 . 5 42 73.8
Ma tr i laterals MoBro 0 0 1 1 . 8
Wi Fa 0 0 3 5 . 3
WiFaBro 1 2 . 5 0 0
WiMo 1 2 . 5 1 1 . 8
SlHus Fa 0 0 1 1 .8
S lHus 2 5 . 0 2 3 . 6
SonWiFa 0 0 0 1 . 8
DaHus 0 0 1 1.8
Affines - Subtotal 4 10 . 0 11 19.3
Distant Kin Unspecified 4 10 . 0 2 3.6
Unrelated Friend/Neighbour 21 52 . 5 3 5.3
Total Plots 40 57
Sources: Rogers 1975:160-161; Pangai Interviews 1983 ;
For details of Pangai data and abbreviations, 
see Appendix F.
The number of ususfructs founded on non-kin and 
non-affinal relationships has dropped dramatically. A full 
twenty-one (52.5 per cent) of the forty Falehau cases
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involve villagers using land of friends and neighbours, 
while in Pangai there are only three cases of use-practice 
between non-relatives. This change corresponds with Ward's 
Fiji findings. Similarly, distant bilateral kin ties 
(kainga mama'o) are less significant for use-practices in 
Pangai. These data show that among Tongan people, as land 
takes on new values and uses in the context of 
commercialization, amity and distant bilaterality weaken as 
principles which entail use-right in land.
The elements of commercialization which are most 
important in accounting for this negation of generalized 
use-right are the opportunities to lease 'api lands 
commercially, the status attached to commodity consumption, 
and the particular modes of cash crop cultivation. 
Use-right between friends does not normally involve payment 
for the land; no payment is made by the user to the 
landholder in the three cases of amity use-right in Pangai 
(see also Rogers 1975:160). The premises of the relation 
are consistent with principles of generalized reciprocity, 
and entail no expectation of immediate return but, as Rogers 
observes, imply "an on-going social relationship between the 
two parties concerned whether they are related or not. The 
landholder knows that he will be given something back or 
that he can make demands on the land borrower" (Rogers 
1975:160). By contrast, commercial lease of allotments 
brings payments of money to the landholder, through both 
initial gift and regular payment. As money becomes 
increasingly important to villagers, commercial lease
Ill
competes with and slowly encroaches upon generalized 
use-right. in this sense the statutory change permitting 
allotment holders to lease their lands has injured the older 
institution of broad use-right in land.
The need for money is intimately related in Tonga to a 
second element of commercialization: status attached to the 
use of commodities. Commodity consumption is in a sense 
contagious; once established it articulates with the status 
system and spreads through the community. Many people admit 
feeling 'shame' ( ma) if unable to support the family at a 
level displayed by others. A ready example is clothing for 
children, another is the ablity to pay for transportation. 
Parent wish their children to be seen wearing clothes of a 
standard equal to or better than other children, and not to 
be seen walking to Neiafu, to school for instance, when 
other children ride a lorry for ten s e n i t i .  As the level of 
expenditure and consumption increases, people need greater 
money resources and tend to hold their resources and 
proceeds within the family. General obligation to allow 
non-relatives to use land in this context becomes secondary 
to the obligation to meet the changing culturally defined 
needs of the family.
A third element of commercialization - new modes of 
cash cropping - can entail a direct contradiction with the 
institution of general use-right in land. Rights to coconut 
palms, and other trees, are separate from the cultivation 
right of a land borrower. Under the copra-based market 
component of the early-twentieth-century economy (and more
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isolated villages today), use-right is not in conflict with 
the requirements for the small commodity production on the 
'api tukuhau. The land user plants his crops beneath the 
palms, which the landholder may continue to exploit himself 
or through a labour-for-part-proceeds arrangement with the 
user. But when commodity production moves from copra to 
ground-based cash crops - in Vava'u predominantly vanilla, 
watermelon, pineapple, local root crops, and European 
vegetables - then production for market comes into conflict 
with a general use-right in the soil. The separation of the 
right to coconut palms and the cultivation right was a 
workable solution at the point where subsistence and copra 
production met; the newer commodity crops, which draw on 
the same soil as subsistence production, do not allow this 
reflnement.
Separation from the Land in Late-Twentieth-Century Vava'u
We saw in chapter II that early this century, while 
there was some differentiation of the Vava'u populace in 
terms of legal tenure of land, generalized use-right 
provided access to land for men without legal tenure of 'api 
tukuhau. Fieflords and commoners along with non-enfeoffed 
matapuie constitute two legally differentiated strata in the 
society. Within the common Estate, some men possessed 
smallholdings and the right to transmit these to specified 
heirs, and some men lacked this tenure; but people in this 
category were not divorced from the land by virtue of the 
social principle that friends and relatives provided use of
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plots for subsistence production. This social principle was 
backed up by the cultural principle of 'ofa, which in this 
context, as stated, may be translated as 'caring'.
I surmise that in association with the pressures 
described above, the ideology of 'ofa (Kavaliku's 'wealth of 
Tonga') is changing in its application to land use and the 
range of relationships encompassed. The premises of 
friendship itself are changing, and no longer entail strong 
obligations to allow use of land to men without tenure of 
their own land.
In Pangai today the particular classes of relationship 
which are most important for providing use of land are 
agnatic ties and affinal ties. It is difficult to say 
whether Pangai's higher proportion of use-practice through 
affines (19.3 per cent of cases, compared to 10 per cent in 
Falehau) is related to increased pressure on land or 
reflects a higher rate of uxorilocality. The important 
point is that under the more commercialized conditions 
affinal use-right has not declined. This condition reflects 
the potentiality for depth and close co-operation between 
affines raised in the villager's statement in chapter II. 
Where affinal use-right remains while broad use-right 
weakens, it is conceivable that strategies of marriage may 
involve increased emphasis on the landholding of a maiden's 
suitor, from the bride's side's point of view, or her father 
or brothers, from the groom's family's angle.
A significant trend is that with commercialization 
use-practice in Pangai is becoming more homologous with
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inheritance patterns. Almost three-quarters of all 
use-practice in Pangai is founded on agnatic or fraternal 
links; in Falehau the proportion is only just over 
one-quarter. The land users here stand as potential legal 
heirs in relation to the landholders, the links are those 
through which land is transmitted down the generations.
The most important structural consequence is that, 
whereas in the pre-war social-economic order access to land 
could be realized by all Tongan men whether or not they 
legally controlled an allotment, out of the descendants of 
younger brothers, the internal migrants, and the sons of men 
who relied on use-right in the past generation there is 
developing a category of men who are finding it more 
difficult to work the soil around their village. As 
commercialization proceeds into Tonga's rural areas, do we 
here observe, in conjunction with the Estate division of 
fieflords and tenants, the beginnings of a class system of
stratification?
VCATEGORIES OF LABOUR
Probably no single factor will produce greater 
changes in village life than the accumulation of 
money for power, rather, than as at present, the 
use of money to gain prestige through feasts. But 
this change is not yet significant in village life 
(Beaglehole 1941:66).
In twentieth-century Vava'u the control of land is 
hierarchically structured, but the enfeoffed titleholders do 
not organize or supervise production by their tenants. 
Material labour is organized by combinations of domestic and 
capitalistic methods.
To Beaglehole, in the historically specific conditions 
of the 1930s, money was not being used to bring 'power'. He 
uses the term in this context as a counterpoint to 
'prestige' and explains that the few villagers who stood out 
in terms of wealth employed their assets primarily to host 
feasts which enhanced status. In other words, the main use 
of money outside consumption was to allocate it to gift 
exchange and maintain a network of obligations. This is a 
feature of social relations in Tonga which quickly impresses 
the European. Much of Tongan economic life revolves around 
the calculated construction of obligations. Manipulation of 
exchange, rather than control of production, is the 
well-worn path up the social gradient.
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We have established, however, that already fifty years 
ago the categories of commodity entrepreneur and wage worker 
were realized in some contexts, with copra station work and 
the use of money to employ co-villagers (see chapter II); 
though it is evident that these were not absolute categories 
in terms of production roles being permanent and fully 
differentiated. This partial wage labour structure yielded 
copra and a few commodity crops and occupied a limited 
proportion of people's labour time, while the bulk of the 
work time of both small entrepreneurs and the casual 
labourers was given to independent production for gift and 
domestic provision.
Commodity production in Vava'u introduces new 
differentiations which occur in purer forms elsewhere in the 
capitalist system of production; but which here are defined 
by local imperatives and by the peripheral position of 
Vava'u within the global system.
My problem in this chapter is to understand the extent 
to which labour has become a commodity in Vava'u, and the 
character of separations entailed in the control of labour 
through money.
The first necessary step is to consider whether 
fieflords command the labour of their tenants. Is there a 
feudal appropriation of labour which allows lords to control 
production of commodities? The finding is that it is 
smallholder enterprise, not a form of feudal enterprise 
based on tenant labour, which produces commodities. Hence 
capitalist-worker divisions, that is divisions based in
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control of labour as a commodity, can potentially develop on 
smallholdings.
To test for this development I focus on labour
relations engaging the people of Pangai v i llage. The
approach is to review a sample of cases to attempt to
categorize these peoples' labour situations. I find that 
the categories 'capitalist' using money for power over 
people's labour time, and 'wage worker' selling labour as a 
commodity, are only partially developed in the labour 
structure. A wider focus shows that these relations do 
exist in the region, particularly in Neiafu where some 
Pangai people work. This raises some crucial questions, 
which I address in the following two chapters, about the 
means by which commodities are produced and the drains on 
accumulation by villagers.
Lords and Labourers?
As we saw in chapter III, productive use of fieflord 
demesne land in Vava'u is not highly developed. The labour 
relation which corresponds to the limited demesne enterprise 
is that fieflords command none or only very small amounts of 
labour from their tenants. Labour 'rent' today is not an 
institution. The data for the titleholders with tofi'a in 
Vava'u make this clear. Pangai villagers do not labour 
directly for the sovereign. Marcus describes two lords 
working with sons in copra production (1980:128, 138); one 
of these also controlled the labour of a kinsman boarder 
(1980:138). In a third case the noble relied upon a tenant
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family who "are selected caretakers of Tu'i Fisi's personal 
holding and respond to requests from Tu'i Fisi to process 
quantities of copra" (Marcus 1980:148, fn.18) presumably in 
reciprocation for use of the noble's personal lands. A 
fourth noble, who obtained a substantial cash income from 
copra, employed a tenant of an unregistered allotment as a 
paid labourer (Marcus 1980:149).
Van der Grijp's work at Taoa, a tofi'a of the Crown 
Prince Tupouto'a, shows no production on demesne lands by 
the lord. Strip planting groups (toutu'u) work sections of 
the demesne and present an offering portion of the first yam 
harvest (polopolo) to the lord (Van der Grijp 1984). In 
another Vava'u case, the noble of Tefisi, who as mentioned 
previously has a two-hectare plantation of vanilla and 
coconut palms on his demesne, depends upon members of the 
Tefisi Vanilla Growers' Co-operative Society to maintain the 
plantation. The work is coordinated by the fieflord's son, 
who is a member of the Society. This labour was explained 
to me as being in return for a piece of village land which 
the noble has provided for a vanilla curing shed.
The labour system in these cases of demesne production 
relies upon family ties, upon specific individual or group 
obligation to reciprocate for provision of land outside the 
legal allotment system, and on the payment of wages. The 
single most important relation in production on fieflord 
demesnes is that of the lord and a son resident on the 
estate. Fieflords do not command tenant labour in commodity 
production. Unpaid tenant labour is not widely used to
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increase production in titleholder enterprise, or convert 
the demesne into a unit of commodity production.
The Vava'u tenant's disposable labour time is close to 
100 per cent. It is domestic enterprise, not a feudal or 
demesne enterprise, which articulates with capitalist 
product ion.
This finding implies that in twentieth-century Vava'u, 
unlike systems with highly developed feudal enterprise, 
labour rent does not limit tenant enterprise and the 
function of the domestic unit to mere self-replacement. At 
the conclusion of the production cycle villagers control the 
products of their domestic labour and hypothetically may 
allocate these returns as inputs to the production 
processes.
Accordingly, let us now examine production relations at 
the village level and the relationship between domestic 
labour and wage labour for these people.
Everyday Work in Pangai Village
In different Vava'u villages we observe some variation 
in the types of productive activity people undertake. The 
variation is encompassed in an elementary way in the 
ethnogeographic distinction between ‘uta, 'bush' or 'inland' 
(as in the term 'Uta Vava'u for the large main island of the 
Group) and motu, 'island', used when referring to the 
district of the smaller islands to the south and west of 
'Uta Vava'u. As a general distinction, production in the 
village economies of 'Uta Vava'u is predominantly
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land-oriented and concentrates on horticulture and 
husbandry, while production on the small islands features a 
relatively greater emphasis on the exploitation of marine 
resources. This distinction is observed elsewhere in Tonga. 
Thus, for instance, in the Ha'apai Group the larger flat, 
fertile island of Foa is referred to as tuku 'uta, meaning 
'far from the sea'. Foa island is also associated with the 
term feleoko, 'tuber storage house', carrying the conception 
of Foa as the 'breadbasket of Ha'apai'. Traditionally, 
people of the smaller islands came to Foa to exchange marine 
produce for land products (Lätukefu personal communication 
1981) .
Initially I thought that the separation of ecological 
zones within Vava'u might entail a fairly full social 
division of labour with exchange between zones along the 
lines hypothesized by Sahlins (1958). However, interviews 
in the Vava'u motu district villages testify that, 
specifically in this century prior to the 1961 cyclone, 
domestic groups in the small islands generally produced 
sufficient land products to meet staple consumption 
requirements as well as the propagation materials needed to 
continue the cultivation cycle. The island people 
experience shortages during drought and following cyclone 
damage to crops. We might recall here that it was during a 
prolonged drought that the Pangai man whose gifts are 
described in chapter II sought garden land in the western 
district of 'Uta Vava'u. During the food distribution 
following Cyclone Isaac in 1982 the families in the small
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islands received a higher food allowance per head than 
families in 'Uta Vava'u villages.
Horticulture and husbandry in the smaller islands did 
not always yield sufficient tubers and pigs to meet 
asymmetrical exchange requirements. Presentations to the 
churches were the example most often cited by island men and 
women. According to oral reports, though, outside these 
situations, during the early twentieth century all 
localities were in normal circumstances self-provisioning in 
horticultural production for home consumption. Rather than 
entailing basic specialization, the regional division of 
labour within the Vava'u Group entailed a locally varying 
emphasis on supplementary activities.
Pangai in a sense straddles this 'uta - motu 
distinction. It is located on the largest island in the 
motu district and, not withstanding the differentiation of 
sizes of holdings discussed previously, has a relatively 
large land area available for cultivation. The village and 
estate are within comparatively easy access of both the 
central community of Neiafu and nearby communities on 'Uta 
Vava'u, as well as the several villages of the small islands 
and some adjacent fishing grounds.
Beaglehole remarks on the relation of the horticultural 
and maritime modes of subsistence, based on his observations 
in Pangai, in his field journal:
One of the things that have surprised us most 
about the people of the village is little use made 
of seafood as an ordinary article of diet. In 
Pukapuka [Cook Islands, where they had worked 
previously] the three major foods were fish, taro 
and coconut and of this trinity, fish was not the 
least important. Almost every family ate fish or
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seafood of some sort each day .... The women 
cultivated the taro gardens and the men spent part 
of each day fishing either inside or outside the 
sheltering reef.
Here in Tonga all is different. The men are the 
cultivators spending most of their time working in 
their plantations. They are the providers of the 
staple foodstuffs ... The women help with this 
cultivation in small way but mostly domestic work 
keeps them tied to the village. Apart from feast 
times when fowl or goat or pig is luxuriously 
eaten the people seem to live practically entirely 
on vegetable foods (Beaglehole, Ms.: December 27,
1938 ) .
In Vava'u, horticulture - ngoue - was the predominate form 
of material production for provisioning families. Other 
forms were secondary.
Churchward in his authoritative dictionary of Tongan 
suggests that this term for agriculture - ngoue - may be a 
doublet for ngaue, the generic term for 'work' (1959:391). 
This observation suggests that tuber cultivation is 
ideationally encompassed as the basic form of production. 
The construction corresponds with the classiflcation 
discussed in chapter II, of tubers and other starch foods as 
me'akai or real foods in relation to animal and light 
vegetable foods that are classed as kiki and supplement the 
staple .
In the historical context where production for use and 
gift predominated, a few villagers developed connections 
with the world commodity economy to the extent that they 
employed casual labourers. However, generalized use-right 
in land meant that all villagers were able to undertake 
basic production. The essential means of subsistence were 
socially transmitted via rights possessed in relation to 
kin, affines and friends.
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The labour time necessary for feeding producers did not 
take the form of the production of commodities for wages. 
There were clearly capitalists benefiting from production in 
Vava'u, but the people were not dependent on these 
entrepreneurs to convert their labour time into use-values, 
since their labour could be exercised on the land. Access 
to this means appears no longer possible for some people, as 
seen in the previous chapter, and these people constitute a 
potential new working force without their own means of 
subsistence in the land. There remain living alongside 
these people in the villages men who hold land of their own 
or by use-right.
What is the labour situation of these people? How do 
the land categories relate to labour categories? Are those 
who are divorced from the land the people who are going into 
wage labour? How are they feeding their children? Are 
those families who have land flourishing through being able 
to harness this disinherited labour to their own purposes?
First some points about production in Pangai. The 
types of joint work groups described by Aoyagi (1966:5-7), 
Maude (1965:141), Rogers (1975:153-156, 162-170, 175-181) 
and Thaman (1975:175-180; 1978) known as toutu'u - a 
strip-planting group - and toungaue - a circulating labour 
party - are of very little importance in Pangai today.
The one toutu'u in Pangai formed in mid-1983 towards 
the end of my work under the leadership of a new minister of 
the Chiefly Church of Tonga (Siasi Tonga Hou’eiki) who was 
from Tungua Island, Ha'apai. (Village ministers of the
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Wesleyan churches circulate, being appointed to locations at 
the annual conferences.) The yams from this strip-planting 
enterprise, after harvest portions to the minister and the 
landholder, were intended for church feasts.
Women's toulanga nga (tapa and ngatu production group) 
and toulalanga (mat-weaving party) consisting predominantly 
of ladies in the Free Wesleyan church congregation formed 
under the direction of the half-sister of the matapule to 
make these valuables for their annual presentations to the 
sovereign at his visit, and for the princely wedding. They 
did not work together outside these specific preparations.
In response to my questioning as to why they seldom 
work through cooperative groups, these people answered that 
they are now planting as business (bisi nisi), in other words 
producing commodities, and do not have the time for 
reciprocal work. At those points in the production cycle 
when working as a group is economical, that is at clearing 
and planting (see Rogers 1975:163) most producers now engage 
groups termed kautaha ngaue, literally 'work group'. These 
are teams usually though not exclusively of unmarried youths 
who work on a casual and intermittent basis. The rate of 
pay in 1983 was T$4.00 to TJ4.50 a day for each worker. At 
other times these youths work with their fathers and elder 
brothers or have free time. As a pool of wage labour, 
youths who remain in the villages carry the main burden of 
the shrinking aggregate domestic labour pool. As recently 
as 1980 rates from T$2.50 to T$3.50 a day were usual, but in 
1983, as many Pangai people emphasized to me, no one would
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work in the fields for less than T$4.00 per day. This 
payment for work is often supplemented by a petty gift of 
cigarettes or a portion of k i k i  food; a tin of corned beef 
is usual. I surmise that such gifts function beyond the 
alienated cash payment to substantiate a bond of mutual 
responsibility between the entrepreneur and the worker.
Women do not normally perform agricultural labour. The 
ideational foundations of this gender division of work 
involves conceptions of person and respect beyond the scope 
of my present work.<l> The separation of men and women 
during production has certain implications for the division 
of labour in the family as capitalization develops. Women 
may contribute substantially to money income. Among Tongan 
commoners a woman doing wage work or commodity craftwork 
does not demean herself, or threaten men’s self-concept ions. 
The norm of women being detached from cultivation, however, 
precludes substantial development of a pattern where women 
substitute in the fields for men who undertake wage work. 
We do not observe women working a plot of land for 
subsistence while the husband works for a wage.
Pangai Village Sample
I now examine the labour situations of Pangai people in 
1982 and 1983. When looking at land status in the previous 
chapter I focussed on individuals; this is the correct 
focus since legal tenure and use-right are held by 
individuals. These persons belong to elementary and 
extended family groups which are the basic socio-economic
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units in that they prepare food together and share first 
dependence on the products of their labour (money and 
indigenous products) before wider distribution commences. 
Broader units of accumulation specifically the bilateral 
kindred (kainga) coalesce in certain contexts, such as to 
pool valuables for marriage exchanges and funerary
distributions or to fund overseas schooling. For everyday 
economic activities, however, the units to focus upon are 
the families which the people identify as established 
households.
As noted previously there are 87 households in Pangai 
village. To understand the positions of these people in 
labour relations I first surveyed the households and used 
the indigenous subcategories of work to classify the
principal economic activity of the head of the household. 
In the Tongan conception, the household head is the husband 
of a married couple, or sometimes a widow. Pangai people 
distinguished the following classes of work: ngoue
horticulture, and today agriculture which includes
subsistence and cash cropping; tout ai - fishing, which is 
further subdivided into taumata'u - hook and line method and 
uku - diving and spearfishing; faka'uli - driving (of
lorry, minimoke or bus); and ngaue totongi - wage labour.
The non-exclusive category bisinisi is sometimes applied to 
cash cropping and also applies to the transport
entrepreneurs and tour 1 st-or 1ented enterprises such as beach 
feasts. I categorized each household head on the basis of
these distinctions. Widows headed four households and two
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husbands were overseas. Considering the sexual divisions of 
labour I appended these situations as subtypes. 
Subsequently I drew random subsamples proportionally from 
each of these strata, using a deck of cards, to generate a 
stratified random sample of households, composed as follows:
Category Cases
Agriculture (ngauc) 11
Fishing {tout ai) 3




Wage labour (ngaue totongi) 5
Total 2 3 < 2 >
The accompanying Table 4 contains a set of profiles of the 
labour situations of the men and women living in this random 
sample of households. The information comes from our survey 
of work activities at the end of each day plus various 
supplementary sources. In this analysis I will draw upon 
these cases as a core of data and will refer to additional 
situations in the community as appropriate.
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husband has wage work as labourer at hotel in Neiafu and also cuts 
copra and maintains food garden and vanilla on father's
oversize allotment with own effort and casual work by youths 
whom he pays from his wages; wife homecare and makes crafts for 
sale .
husband plants on land of friend for subsistence and small market 
crops plus vanilla, does some linefishing for sale, occasionally 
cuts copra on affine's land, infrequent day labour; wife homecare 
and occasional craftwork; adolescent son assists with garden and 
sometimes day work for Leimatu'a village pineapple grower.
husband without own allotment has separate garden on wife's-
father's land, spearfishing for use and sale; wife homecare
and craftmaking. \
operate beach feast and kava for tourists with family labour and 
assisted by brother, series of loans for the venture, husband 
and unmarried son maintain small cultivations on allotment of 
husband's brother, however purchases most of food for feasts 
from the Neiafu market, sometimes hires youths for building and 
thatching on beach shelter etc.; wife and neighbours craftsales 
and preparation of feast foods.
husband without own allotment cultivates part of land belonging 
to mother's brother, spearfishing for sale and some wage work in 
fields; wife crafts and housecare.
recent migrants to Pangai from Ovaka Island where husband holds 
an allotment, no garden in Pangai, does wage work for cash cropper 
at Feletoa; wife home and babycare.
husband is heir to large landholdings of fafabro but does not have 
any gardens, wage work as labourer at hotel in Neiafu, wife home 
babycare; wife's sister employed as teacher at Pangai primary; 
young brother of husband occasional day wage work in agriculture.
husband plants very small section on land of friend for use and 
sale, also spearfishing for sale; wife home and craftwork.
husband works land registered to father who is overseas, and 
to which he is heir, employs a neighbour 2 days per fortnight 
to help with crop maintenance using money he gets from sale of 
fish by spearfishing and wife earns as teacher at Pangai 
primary.
husband operates lorry and minimoke transport between Pangai and 
Neiafu every day, pays a neighbour to drive second vehicle full 
time, and maintains gardens for subsistence and sale including 
vanilla on land of wife's father, pays brother's son to work this 



















man has own allotment with good soil but pig damage forced him to 
move gardens to allotment of brother, maintains cash crop and subs­
istence cultivations with unmarried sons, fishing by line method 
for sale; sons also take casual wage labour in agriculture; wife 
craftwork for sale; divorced daughter teacher at Pangai primary 
and craftmaking for sale.
cultivates own allotment for use and sale, occasional help from 
son in law, some fishing for family and market; wife craft sales 
with homecare.
household head is widow supported by brothers and mo bro who work 
land of one brother and linefish for use and market; woman confined 
to house and no other work.
man maintains cultivations on own land by self, production for use 
and sale, cuts copra, also fishes for home consumption and 
market; wife does homework.
husband from Utulei village no allotment works for day wage in 
agriculture in Utulei, Leimatu'a, and Feletoa as available; wife 
domestic and craftwork.
man works own allotment with unmarried son producing for sale and 
for use; wife and daughters craft production and home work.
man cultivates own allotment alone mainly for use and takes some 
day wage work in agriculture; wife and daughter domestic work 
and craft production.
husband keeps separate garden on large holdings of father, produc­
tion for use, sometimes has casual labourers working for food or 
money, this man is a full time teacher at Mormon high school in 
Neiafu; wife child and homecare.
head of family overseas seeking work, no cultivations on land of 
father which he has access to and is an heir; wife is confined 
with child and housecare and is temporarily supported by 
husband's brother and father (cases T and U respectively).
man works own allotment alone, also some wage-work as carpenter, 
extensive cash cropping including vanilla; divorced, domestic 
work done by self and young son.
husband has large areas under cultivation on own big allotment 
producing for sale and use, vanilla and standard crops, 
works alone with occasional paid help at planting time; spouse 
homecare.
husband from Ovaka Island has no allotment works mostly at spear­
fishing for home consumption and sale, occasionally assists father 
in law in his gardens; spouse some craftwork with home tasks.
husband spearfishing for sale and some cultivations on allotment 
of father to which he is an heir; wife some craftwork and 
homecare .
widowed man works own allotment for use and sale, including copra 
and vanilla, assisted by youths in household; daughters homecare 
and craftwork.
Source: Pangai Field Notes.
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Village Capitalists and Proletarians?
The first point to note is that the labour time 
necessary to feed producers varies greatly. Some of this 
time is spent working for others, some of it is given to 
artisanal production, some to fishing, and some is spent 
working on smallholdings.
This applies not only between families and individuals 
but also to the disposal of time by each person. For these 
people, diversification in enterprise is an established 
strategy. From one angle, diversity in production 
corresponds to a characteristic of the Tongan bilateral 
kinship system wherein people strive to meet obligations to 
both sides to keep their options open. Silverman has argued 
that option maximization is a core value in Oceanic kinship 
systems (Silverman 1969). Under a subsistence and 
prestation regime this value serves in part as a security 
strategy against ecological factors such as cyclone and 
drought.
In the modern context this value of option maintenance 
takes on new meaning. Recent work by Smith, Wallerstein and 
Evers suggests that there is a global trend associated with 
commodity production and wage labour, whereby diversity 
ensures a combination of income sources to guarantee 
reproduction of the family and the labour supply (Smith e t  
a I . 1984 ) .
The framing question now is: Are the categories 'wage 
worker' and 'capitalist', or to use a different terminology, 
the 'source of wage labour' and the 'appropriator of wage
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l a b o u r  v a l u e ' ,  p r e s e n t  a n d  m u t u a l l y  e x c l u s i v e  ? I f  s o  t h e n  
we may s p e a k  o f  c a p i t a l i s t  p r o d u c t i o n  i n  r u r a l  V a v a ' u a n d  o f  
d e p e n d e n c e  by  a p r o l e t a r i a t  c l a s s  on a c l a s s  o f  c a p i t a l i s t s  
w h i c h  by  u s i n g  mone y  h a s  p o w e r  o v e r  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  l a b o u r  
t i m e  o f  t h e  w o r k e r s .  We know t h e r e  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  f e u d a l  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n  o f  l a b o u r .  I s  t h e r e  a l o c a l  c a p i t a l i s t  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n  o f  l a b o u r  a n d  l a b o u r  v a l u e ?
H e r e  we n e e d  t o  e x a m i n e t h e c h a r a c t e r o f t h e
h e t e r o g e n e  1 t y i n  t h e  d i s p o s a l o f l a b o u r  t i m e . We m u s t
d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n  p r o d u c t i o n f o r u s e  ( f o r d o m e s t i c
c o n s u m p t i o n )  a n d  p r o d u c t i o n  f o r  c o m m o d i t y  e x c h a n g e ,  a n d  
b e t w e e n  d o m e s t i c  l a b o u r  on t h e  o n e  h a n d  a n d  wage  l a b o u r  on 
t h e  o t h e r .  N o t e  t h a t  a l l  p r o d u c t i o n  on s m a l l h o l d i n g s  a n d  i n  
t h e  s e a  i s  f o r  c o n s u m p t i o n  by  t h e  p r o d u c e r s  a s  w e l l  a s  f o r  
m a r k e t .  In no  c a s e  a r e  p e o p l e  p r o d u c i n g  c o m m o d i t i e s  o n l y .  
V a n i l l a  i s  t h e  o n l y  c r o p  c u l t i v a t e d  h e r e  w h i c h  i s  p u r e l y  a 
c o m m o d i t y  a n d  i n  n o n e  o f  t h e  o b s e r v e d  s i t u a t i o n s  d o e s  a 
g r o w e r  u s e  a l l  o f  h i s  l a n d  f o r  v a n i l l a  p r o d u c t i o n .  My 
s e p a r a t e  e n q u i r i e s  c o n f i r m e d  t h a t  t h i s  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  u s e  
a n d  c o m m o d i t y  p r o d u c t i o n  h o l d s  f o r  a l l  t h e  v i l l a g e .  Fo r  t h e  
' s e l f - e m p l o y e d ' ,  h a v i n g  a s p e c i a l i t y  d o e s  n o t  i m p l y  
s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  t h e  e x c l u s i v e  p r a c t i s e  o f  a 
n o n - f o o d  p r o d u c i n g  a c t i v i t y .  P r a c t i s i n g  a s p e c i a l i t y  d o e s  
n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  i m p l y  w i t h d r a w a l  f r o m h o r t i c u l t u r a l  w o r k .
Many p e o p l e  do  some wage  wo r k  on a c a s u a l  b a s i s  a n d  
s u p p l e m e n t  p r o d u c t i o n  f o r  u s e  by t h i s  s o u r c e  o f  i n c o m e .  
T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  r e m i n i s c e n t  o f  t h a t  r e c o u n t e d  f o r  t h e  
p r e - w a r  p e r i o d .  But  w h a t  o f  t h e  f i v e  i n s t a n c e s  w h e r e  wage
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work is the primary labour activity of the household head? 
These are the cases A r F, G, 0 and S in Table 4. One of 
these men (A) maintains cultivations as well. Those who do 
not produce for home consumption rely on the sale of their 
labour and buy most of their food from the market in Neiafu. 
In other words, they sell a commodity (their labour time) 
and use the proceeds to buy their sustenance in commodity 
form (market food).
Yet these conditions do not suffice to define this set 
of men as part of a rural proletariat. The full 
characteristics of a developed proletariat are not present. 
They do 1. sell their labour power as a commodity, and 2. 
allocate their socially necessary labour time to the 
production of 'goods for sale' (cash crops - cases F and 0, 
hotel facilities which people, tourist and local, pay to 
occupy - case G; yet to be determined by his employment 
choice overseas - case S), and thus 3. produce surplus 
value for these capitalists. Only one case (case 0) , 
however, meets the requirement that he 4. is without access 
to means of subsistence and hence could not reproduce his 
family without selling his labour (or acquiring some other 
subsistence means).
These observations force our attention directly upon 
the question of the relationship between land status and 
labour category. Let us test the relationship between these 
two variables for the full sample. For this analysis a 
distinction between use-right by heir and use-right by 
non-heir needs to be introduced. The reason is that unlike
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the case of fee simple, for Tongan land inheritance the heir 
is specified in law and the rights of legal tenure do not 
include the right to select another. Men who exercise 
use-right in land which they will inherit cannot be 
alienated from their inheritance. Men holding use-right by 
other relationships can legally be removed, though, and as 
we have seen in the previous chapter, historically this 
process is occurring. Their use of the land rests on the 
cultural principle of ‘ofa. While it holds great force 
socially their use-right has no legal strength. In 
objective terms these men could be removed from the land any 
day. Therefore we must separate heirs and non-heirs. This 
I have done with reference to my family genealogies and the 
land-holding variable contains four categories: 'own 
allotment’; 'heir use-right'; 'alienable use-right' and 
'no land' .
A further complexity also arises, namely, that several 
men are heirs but are not exercising their right to the 
land. These men may take up use-right without payment at 
any time and upon the demise of their senior agnate will 
hold their own land. From a diachronic perspective they are 
to be regarded as having secure rights and are included in 
that inalienable use-right category.
On the variable 'labour position' I start with the pure 
categories 'capitalist' who purchases labour of others and 
receive the surplus value of that labour upon sale of 
commodities, and 'wage worker' who sells labour and yields 
surplus value. Between these fully developed categories
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several structurally distinct types present themselves. Let 
us examine the distribution in Table 5 and then discuss the 
relations involved.
Table 5 Labour Position in Relation to Land Right 









Only L N X P
Domestic and Occasional
Wage worker T Q




I nalienable A1 i enableUse-Right Use-Right No land
I D J
W C H V
K B E
A —  —
R S G 0
Letters identify cases in Table 4. 
Source: Pangai Field Notes.
I have located each case by the identification letter 
in the previous Table. This distribution does not meet the 
basic conditions for tests of significance but this is no 
concern. A basic visual inspection shows that in the 
village there is no significant overall relationship between 
form of tenure and labour category. All tenures are using 
both casual wage workers and domestic labour in their 
product ions.
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Wage work is done by landholders, heirs to land and 
landless. All commodity producers use domestic labour, 
hence we may say that there is not a developed capitalist 
group. Only the one case (0) previously noted exhibits the 
features which define the sociological type proletariat. 
This man has no land and is presently dependent on selling 
his labour to feed and reproduce his family.
Case V gives profitable insight into production 
activities and the means of work. This man is without land 
and is a potential candidate for wage labour but pursues an 
alternative: he acquired other low-cost means of
production, in the form of spearfishing gear. There are 
actually five such fishermen in the village. These men use 
the less desirable portions of their catch to feed their 
families and sell the best fish to other villages and to the 
local hotel in Neiafu. Characteristically, they work on 
irregular night dives (according to weather, the moon and 
tide conditions) and dive from shore alone or in pairs. 
Sometimes these men group together and contribute a portion 
of their proceeds to a boat owner to go to nearby reef 
areas. Food portions of their catches are often divided in 
recognition of family sizes while commodity portions are 
sold alone. By far the larger proportion of their fish is 
marketed in Neiafu and these families would not be able to 
support themselves on this high-risk productive activity 
(see Firth 1965:2-3) without their relationship to the 
formal sector in the port. These men are divorced from the 
essential resource of horticultural production, but have not
136
taken wage work. They have acquired other means of 
production and moved into a dependency niche made possible 
by the connection of village to regional centre.
The majority situation where domestic production for 
use and sale predominates and is supplemented by occasional 
wage work is very typical in Tonga. The bulk of basic 
subsistence comes from the land. Casual wage labour gives a 
payment at the end of the day for necessary money 
expend 1tures.
An important point here is that the employment in the 
occasional wage work category is largely made available by 
the income from the categories 'domestic work and occasional 
capitalist' and full-time 'wage workers'. Recall that the 
early partial wage labour structure in the village described 
in chapter II, was very similar to this situation, with 
copra station workers using their income to buy part of 
their neighbours' labour time. The casual labour is hired 
to some extent to substitute for labour which is not 
available on a domestic basis due to 1. variable family 
size, 2. the historical diminuation of use-right in 
people's labour time, and 3. the withdrawal of young males 
from the available labour force into schools. The shortage 
of domestic labour was emphasized in the deliberations 
during my stay as to whether school holidays should be held 
during the labour-intensive vanilla pollination season. In 
a recent International Labour Organization report on Tonga, 
Connell cited labour shortage as a major problem in Vava'u 
(Connell 1983). Occasional wage labour is stepping into the
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domestic breach.
This situation draws attention back to the question 
whether we can profitably use the classical categories 
'capitalist' and 'wage worker' to understand the labour 
situation in the village. Clearly in the village we do not 
see developed 'classes' where the productive means are held 
by employers who hire workers who are divorced from these 
means. The labour relations in the community reflect a 
continuing articulation of capitalist and domestic 
production relations.
Limited Separation
A clear representation of a capitalist class has not 
materialised in Pangai village forty-five years after 
Beaglehole raised the question of use of money for power 
over people. Many producers are using wage workers on a 
casual basis but family members are still an important 
source of labour.
There are employers in Neiafu and some Vava'u villages 
whom we must term true capitalists but these are almost 
exclusively foreigners and mixed-descent traders who have 
either brought investment money to the island, or inherited 
commodity assets from their forefathers. The American hotel 
owner who employs two of the men in the village sample and 
the mixed-descent cash croppers in the Leimatu'a and Feletoa 
area are examples of this category. Government departments 
are the main source of permanent wage employment and the 
government, through the Commodities Board, is a major source
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of merchant capital in Tonga.
The extremely limited development of capitalist-worker 
relations at the village level raises some crucial questions 
about the accumulation of the means by which commodities are 
produced, and the relationship between potential separation 
of classes in the village population and the older system of 
stratification. In the following chapter I approach these 
central questions via examination of the mechanisms by which 
the value of peoples' labour is drawn into the commodity 
system.
VI
TRANSFER TO THE COMMODITY CIRCUIT
Prestations to the higher Estates as a social 
institution are historically associated in Tonga with a 
system of production which requires very little of the net 
product of labour to continue cycles of production. 
Horticulture of root crops, historically the predominant 
form of production, absorbs a minimal part of its own 
product in the next cultivation cycle and engages domestic 
and reciprocal labour. In Tonga the larger institutional 
structure encompassing this type of production has been 
reproduced through gift transfer. By contrast, capitalist 
production entails a fundamentally different set of 
requirements both in labour and material inputs.
The local development of this historically-spec1fic 
type of production requires access to capital to purchase 
labour and material resources. Such development relies on 
the accumulation of wealth that has exchange-value in the 
commodity circuit. Accumulation demands shifts in 
distribution relations, whereby a larger proportion of the 
product must be fed back into the production process. 
Wealth takes on new meaning in this context. Indigenous 
valuables possess use- and gift-value but are not full and 
sufficient resources for 'creating' new production.
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Commodities move to a powerful position and become necessary 
for commencing and sustaining cycles of production. For 
Tongan villagers this development constitutes a fundamental 
change in the relationship between production and 
distribution.
We see in Vava'u a historically clear transformation 
from a predominantly subsistence system in which inputs were 
largely self-replacing at the local and regional level to a 
combination of swidden and intensified dependence on cash. 
The imperative of this transition is a greater dependence on 
the money economy. Additionally we see a desire by 
smallholders to transform this reliance on the cash economy 
to a mastery of the new economic situation through use of 
money as capital. This chapter examines this historical 
transformation and the economic imperatives it entails.
Use of Surplus in Production
Labour works with material inputs to produce for use, 
gift, and sale. Materials of various forms are required to 
commence and continue production cycles. The use of 
resources in production is conceptualized in the work of 
Marx as 'productive consumption'; production is a creative 
process which consumes materials as well as labour energy 
and time (see Marx 1857:3-51, Gregory 1982:30-32). This 
idea receives substantive support in the observation that 
Tongan conceptions of yam germination associate production 
with consumption in the terms referring to yam germination 
holes and earth food ovens.
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I now discuss the changes in the requirements of 
production associated with the increased commoditization of 
productive enterprise in Vava'u over the past 50 years.
Conservative production systems generally use definable 
portions of the gross product to repeat the cycle of 
productive activities. In such systems the social units of 
labour and accumulation, which take many forms, may be 
relatively self-sustaining in the production of materials, 
needed to maintain agricultural cycles: this is one of the 
characteristics of Meillassoux's prototypical domestic 
community (1981:37). Changing systems such as the 
production complex in Vava'u during the twentieth century 
require access to specific material requirements to grow and 
develop. As an economy moves away from the state where 
production for subsistence and prestation predominates, to 
one with greater stress on production for commodity 
exchange, there are likely to be changes in the instrumental 
requirements of production which necessitate the allocation 
(distribution) of a greater proportion of the yield into the 
production process.
Expansion of material-input requirements need not 
necessarily occur with the shift to commodity production, as 
for example in forest gathering for sale or where 
cultivation yields a small commodity output on its existing 
basis. The trend relates to the specific conditions of the 
economy at hand.
Let us begin by examining the cultivation cycle 
characteristic of production in Pangai for use and for gift
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concentrating on staple root crops.
'Feeding' Subsistence Cycles
The indigenous planting cycle relies on a simple 
technology, human energy and very low material input. Its 
strength lies in the recognition of the specific growing 
requirements for individual crops.
With the exception of the yam, the staple root crops 
are propagated by planting the stems of the crops from the 
previous harvest. The taro may also be propagated by 
cormules off the edible root. These planting materials do 
not cut into the consumable yield. Yams are established by 
planting a piece of the yam tuber; one Pangai man likened 
the yam to the potato in this feature.
In the Tongan swidden system a full rotation of crops 
commences with yams (Dioscorea spp.). Yam cultivation 
requires considerable care and labour, a characteristic 
which along with its ancientness in Tonga, storability, 
taste, and seasonality, contributes to its esteemed status 
and centrality in asymmetrical exchange. The yam will not 
grow well after cut vegetation is burned. Pangai men do not 
always burn scrub on the land while clearing, citing the 
reaction of the yam, and the fact that burning leaves the 
field dirty. Growers sometimes burn off vegetation after a 
very long fallow, not to enhance fertility, but "because the 
ground is cold; they know that it is fertile". 
Unfortunately I did not pursue this idea further. Burning 
after long fallow clearly reduces labour.
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Yams are planted commencing in June through July, 
August and September. 'Seed' yams are cut into segments 
four or five centimeters each. These segments are buried in 
a small hole for one to three weeks. The grower then 
unearths the yam pieces, now with nodes developed, and 
plants these, one each, in holes just less than two metres 
apart, which are dug out and refilled with loose soil. The 
yam will not penetrate compact soil and the depth of the 
soft refilled soil is the limit of its length. The yam 
garden is termed ma'ala. Giant taro (kape) may be 
intercropped with yam in the ma'ala, the kape being "family 
with yam". Plantain and banana are sometimes grown together 
with yam, and early observers attributed soil regeneration 
to the mulch of banana tree refuse (see West 1865:129-130, 
Geil 1902:109). Many Pangai growers consider it unwise to 
plant anything else with yam otherwise the tubers are very 
small. Early yams are harvested December to March and the 
late varieties May through August.
After this first harvest in the cycle the grower will 
generally plant taro stems in the holes left from the yam. 
Taro is harvested after eight months to one year. As the 
first taro corm is harvested the grower may separate and 
leave the attached cormels and suckers in the ground to grow 
and be harvested later.
The sweet potato (kumala) is planted in August or 
September after taro. Cassava (man Ioke) may be planted at 
any time of the year. These latter crops can be 
intercropped with any others. Manioke stems are often
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planted immediately where taro has been harvested; or a 
grower may stop after taro and leave the plot fallow.
One Pangai grower likened the hole in which yam 
segments are nurtured to the central part of an earth oven 
(umu), using the phrase loto umu, meaning ’centre (or 
inside] of the umu'. This suggests a Tongan conceptual 
association between yam germination and consumption, and 
empirical support for the marxian analysis of production as 
being consumptive since it uses materials and energy. The 
term used for the taro stem as planting material was to my 
ear sinimani talo; this is probably Churchward's sinamanu - 
'female animal used for breeding purposes' (Churchward 
1959:430) used in relation to tuber reproduction. Animals 
consume to yield themselves as produce. That this concept 
is applied to tuber reproduction further reveals the Tongan 
appreciation of 'feeding' production. The Tongan language 
contains a number of growth metaphors linking people and 
food, but these are not germane to the present discussion.
Conventionally a planter has used the harvested stems 
or yam segments from the yield of his previous harvest, or 
these were readily acquired from a relation or neighbour. 
Outside periods of climatic stress such as drought and after 
cyclones, when Tongatapu has sometimes sent planting 
materials as well as food to Vava'u, propagation materials 
for subsistence horticulture have been self-replacing at the 
local level. Pangai people today recall that in the past 
generation all farmers planted yams, and maintained a fale 
'ufi, a 'yam storage house' (feleokoko mentioned above is
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the generic), containing planting materials as well as food.
Established kin networks serve as modes of transfer of 
new production materials to some extent. An interesting 
illustrative case is the panama yam ('ufi panama) which, by 
oral reports, was brought into the Islands fifteen to twenty 
years ago by a Longomapu man working on a cargo ship. At a 
local market in Panama the Vava'u crewman saw a woman 
selling tubers which she said were yams but were a variety 
he did not know from the Islands (probably Dioscorea 
cayennensis).<1> He purchased two of these each about one 
kilo weight and brought them to Tonga. He gave one to a 
friend in Nuku'alofa and one to his father in Longomapu, 
western 'Uta Vava'u. All panama yams in Tonga are descended 
from these two yams. In Vava'u, Longomapu is the village 
known for the panama yam and people from other villages have 
come to Longomapu to ask for planting material. If one has 
a friend or relative he normally does not pay for this 
planting stock. If one has no association in Longomapu it 
has been usual to pay T$10 for a basket of the yam. Now 
that the cultivar is established, people often purchase 
stock at the market at Neiafu. By such modes of transfer 
the Tongan horticultural system has augmented its variety of 
cultigens produced for use, gift, and sale.
To summarize, this swidden system with a preferred 
'slash and clear' technique on the land employs a low level
of technology (machete and hoe) and basic techniques of
producing energy (human power); the materials for
propagation to reproduce the cycle consume a minimal part of
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the edible yield. The proportion of the product required to 
sustain subsistence and gift production is small, consisting 
of the annual presentations for land, the cost of tools and 
the planting materials from the harvest. These have been 
the material inputs to the subsistence production circuit.
Inputs to Copra
In the 1930s this system operated in conjunction with 
small commodity production in copra. The Vava'u Island 
Group was extremely productive in copra through the first 
sixty years of the twentieth century. Conditions in Vava'u 
are warmer and notably wetter than the Ha'apai Group and 
Tongatapu-Eua (see Schroder et al 1983:13 for mean 
temperatures and rainfall figures by main island group). As 
previously noted, the opportunities to earn money from copra 
was one factor which kept a higher proportion of Vava'u 
people in the Group while more substantial migration from 
Ha'apai to the main island of Tongatapu has been established 
since the 1800s. Some Tongatapu men, particularly men whose 
wives came from Vava'u, went to Vava'u to make money 
producing copra.
According to the information provided to the 
Beagleholes by the Neiafu owners of Pangai's two copra 
stations, Pangai villagers produced approximately 115 tons 
( 1 1 7  tonne) of copra in 1938, bringing a cash income of 
T .^430 to villagers (Beaglehole 1941:63 ). Extensive 
enquiries at Burns-Philp, Morris Hedstrom and several 
mixed-descent traders in Vava'u and Tongatapu yielded no
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additional or more comprehensive data on volume of copra
product ion in the trader period. Appendix G gives the
volume of copra production in the Vava'u Group as a whole
since the Copra Board started operations in 1942.
Product ion was moderate during the war years due to the
absence of merchant shipping in the region, as noted in 
chapter II, followed by a general rise into the 1950s. 
These high levels of production were maintained until the 
1961 cyclone. In the past twenty years, copra production 
levels have never reached their pre-1961 levels; this 
clearly reflects the historically declining importance of 
copra production as an economic activity for Vava'u people.
Despite the regional decline in level of copra 
production, this activity remains a ready source of income 
for villagers with access to palm stands of their own or of 
relatives. Appendix H lists the returns from copra to 
Pangai villagers in 1981. These are the most useful recent 
data because the damage to palms by cyclone Isaac in March 
1982 was serious and, more importantly, the damage varied 
for different allotments on the island; hence copra sales 
data for 1982 and 1983 do not represent typical years. 
Thirty-nine growers from 36 households (three producers are 
unmarried members of extended families) earned money from 
copra sales to the Tongan Copra Board, with a range from 
TS5.04 to TS503.40 for the year. As noted, tenure of one's 
own land is not a necessary pre-condition for the production 
of copra.
In the words of one elderly man talking about the late
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1800s: 'The Germans came and bought the surplus coconuts'. 
Copra production did not, however, simply build on the 
existing resource base. Oral reports tell that the German 
trading companies, whose operations were widely established 
in the southwest Pacific, brought coconut palm seedlings 
from New Guinea, and Solomon Islander labourers whose 
descendants remain, to Vava'u for planting to increase 
production over the indigenous surplus. Coconut plants bear 
after seven years, reach full production at eight or nine 
years for 40 to 50 years, then decline. Coconut replanting 
schemes have continued since World War II under the 
sponsorship of the British Government but have not been very 
successful. In the latest scheme seedlings are provided by 
the Ministry of Agriculture to growers (most men having 
their own allotment participate in the scheme). The 
Ministry pays 5 cents to growers on each seedling, after 
planting the farmer must keep the ground clear and is paid 
T$10 for the first year and T$3 for subsequent years.
During the time that the private traders purchased 
copra there was no cost to the grower for drying the 
product, or for getting the product to market. Wet copra 
was dried on platforms maintained by the traders, as 
described for Pangai village in chapter II, and transported 
by the trader to Neiafu for shipment to overseas markets. 
Beaglehole records in his journal that a European trader 
resided in Falevai village in 1938 <2> and residents of 
Tu'anuku village recall a trader married to a Tu'anuku 
woman, who resided in that village and ran a schooner
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transporting copra from the Hihifo district to Neiafu. 
Since the Copra Board commenced operations growers have 
carried the cost in time and money of copra shipment to the 
main buying centre at Neiafu (Pangai producers take their 
copra to this station) or to the few regional stations.
Copra production as a source of money has not required 
a cash outlay by the producer. As a perennial tree crop the 
'investment' by the producer for coconuts is land and 
labour. It is true, as Yen points out, that this is a form 
of production which is inflexible to changing market 
conditions and fluctuating prices and lacks a parallel in 
the subsistence mode (Yen 1980:90-91), but one reason that 
copra became partly commoditized alongside production for 
subsistence and ceremony was that this particular form of 
commodity production did not require capital investment by 
the villager .
Sustaining Horticulture and Copra Production
At this point we can briefly abstract the relations 
involved in the production and transfer of the materials 
required to continue production cycles for root crops, which 
were the most important class of products created for use 
and staple consumption by producers, in combination with 
copra, the most important commodity produced in Vava'u 
during the early half of this century.
Producers were not self-sustaining in their control of 
land or in the small tools of horticultural production. The 
relationships entailed in rights to land link producers to
I S O
an external elite centred around the sovereign and the seat 
of power on Tongatapu. These transactions are cyclical and 
are integral to the reproduction of the Estate system of 
stratificat ion.
The tools of horticultural production were manufactured 
in the industrial metropoles of Europe and Japan. Vava'u 
people were dependent upon this capitalist system for these 
instruments of production and for the marketing of the 
commodity which gave them the money to buy these 
instruments. The relations of access to tools brought 
villagers into active engagement with local merchants 
distributing the metal tools, and indirectly with the 
industrial classes overseas manufacturing them. Villagers 
were producing a small commodity (copra) to obtain a basic 
commodity (metal tools) which was necessary for the 
production of subsistence and prestation foods (root crops).
Due to the methods and technology of local production, 
however, this expenditure consumed only a very small part of 
the returns from commodity production - the cost of 
replacing metal push hoe and machete when necessary. 
Planting materials for the crops meeting subsistence needs 
were self-replac ing .
In sum, an essential but relatively small proportion of 
the material product of labour was being fed back into the 
production processes at the local level. The significance 
of capital between local people was extremely limited. 
However, it is crucial to recognize that at the aggregate 
level, that is at the level of the global system of
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production and circulation of commodities, the importance of 
capital was absolute as the means in a system where copra 
had exchange value as a circulating commodity. In this 
important sense, villagers functioned partially as members 
of a commodity-producing class in their relation to global 
capital.
Between Tongans the main expenditure for resources (the 
soil) used in production comprised gift transactions 
premised on hierarchy and conceptualized as reciprocity due 
for providing land. The essential money expenditures were 
the capitation tax, offerings to the churches, gifts to kin, 
and sundry foods and clothing (see Beaglehole 1941:61 on 
these expenditures). The levels of subsistence and of 
commodity production were drawn to meet these lines of 
distribution. The significant distributional problems in 
this social economy were the reproduction of the (domestic) 
labour force, a requirement of any system (Gudeman 
1978:367), and the support of the Estate system of 
stratification.
Requirements of Commodity Production
Capitalist production does not establish and sustain 
itself on resources that are directly exploitable by the 
producer. Accumulation is integral to the development of 
this system. In Tonga this requirement is complicated by 
stresses on the land reflected in shortening fallow periods, 
and the use of fertilizers. Pre-existing domestic surpluses 
often do not meet these requirements. Vava'u villagers
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today regularly take loans to commence and maintain 
production on the land. The areas of capital expenditure 
are new material inputs and meeting labour requirements by 
wage labour. These are the inputs to production in Sraffa's 
model of the production of commodities by means of 
commodities (Sraffa 1960).
At this point we might assess the contention of 
Schroder et al. in their attempt to develop a picture of the 
'standard farm type' for Vava'u and Ha'apai that the "main 
production factors are land and family labour, while capital 
aside from a small amount for tools is negligible" (Schroder 
et al 1983:71). This is an impression easily gained from 
observations in the gardens and villages but is not 
substantiated in the elementary facts of production methods. 
Vava'u growers are increasingly using techniques directly 
transferred from overseas and these techniques as well as 
labour requirements call upon the producer to employ capital 
in his enterprise.
The main material inputs are fertilizer, planting 
materials, mechanical work, and the transportation of 
produce. The need to transport commodities to local market 
and to port for transhipment is the main motivation for 
people buying small lorries rather than cars. 
Conventionally, Tongans buy reconditioned vehicles shipped 
from New Zealand. Since regular ferry service to Vava'u 
commenced in 1979 the number of vehicles on the island has 
increased dramatically. These vehicles are usually 
purchased on long-term credit. Vehicle use incurs petrol
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costs; consciousness of this expediture is reflected in the 
practise of Vava'u drivers turning off the ignition when 
going downhill and restarting the engine by its Tongamatic 
momentum at the bottom of the descent. Growers generally 
subsidize their agricultural income by operating as 
transport for people. Successful crop marketing also 
requires creating the produce for boat shipment with costs 
in labour and raw materials.
Tractor ploughing and disk work is now available in all 
areas of Vava'u accessible by road on a hire basis from the 
Ministry of Agriculture. The period of my work was atypical 
because free ploughing was provided to all landholders 
following Cyclone Isaac. All landholders in Pangai took 
advantage of this offer. Growers frequently justify 
ploughing and disking with reference to the cost of labour.
Planting materials for most indigenous crops are 
se1f-replacing from previous harvests and through local 
exchange. Vanilla cuttings do generally not present a cost 
to growers since these have been distributed by the Ministry 
of Agriculture. The cuttings are sometimes in very short 
supply, however, on which occasions people pay money for 
them, and I was informed that Ha'apai people sometimes 
travel to Vava'u seeking to trade mats for vanilla stems. 
Other new commodity crops, and most notably watermelon, do 
incur substantial costs to planters. A close associate in 
Pangai came to me one evening and very excitedly explained 
that a friend had brought for him from Suva three tins of 
watermelon seed at a cost of $12.00 Fijian. These three
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tins, he chuckled, would cost TS54.00 at the Commodities 
Board in Neiafu. The yam, the most revered crop in Tonga, 
is an exception to the general self-sustenance of planting 
materials for the ancient crops. As noted above the yam is 
singular among the old root crops in that the edible 
material itself is planted. At the aggregate level yam 
production has greatly decreased over the past fifty years. 
The crop is still used in asymmetrical exchange as described 
but beyond the period immediately following the harvest very 
few families eat yam except at the meal immediately 
following Sunday church. Manioke is the general staple. 
For many families the product of the harvest is insufficient 
to meet distribution obligations and provide for subsequent 
planting. The fate ‘ufi, yam storage houses, described 
above are very rare in Vava'u today. People very often buy 
a basket of yam for planting material from the diminishing 
number of growers who do hold a surplus. This expenditure 
as well as labour costs is seen in the loans taken out to 
start yam gardens documented in Appendix I. I refer to 
these loans data ahead.
Maude (1973:175) notes that Tongans employ no new 
methods of soil fertility enhancement beside the use of 
chemical fertilizers. Their use by Pangai growers is 
restricted to particular crops, these being watermelon, 
bananas, seedlings of European vegetables and kumala, but as 
the fallow period shortens Pangai growers are increasingly 
concerned to use fertilizers. From early sketchy notes I 
judge that for industrious farmers the usual fallow period
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after two or three successive croppings is two years, while 
one elderly farmer reported that ten years would completely 
replenish the soil. After a short reflection on the 
question of fertilizing, one farmer in his forties 
suggested:
Years ago when we planted food the soil was rich.
Now if you plant watermelon or kumala you must use 
fertilizers. And you need to get some money to 
pay for what you buy. That's one of the reasons 
people start to sell [their products], because 
they must put something in.
This statement clearly grasps, in pragmatic, everyday terms, 
the interrelation of production and distribution, that 
problems of production are at once distributional problems, 
and that changes in production methods and relations will 
ramify through the relations of distribution.
We see in this review that money is entering the 
economy at the level of basic production; this 
transformation in dialectical process fuels the movement 
where production is oriented to commodities. As this 
process moves onward the people become further dependent on 
cash to subsidize the diminishing total use-value coming out 
of domestic production and must have money to feed their 
families as well as to further produce commodities.
Cycles of Debt
It is clear from the previous discussion of labour 
relations that the Pangai economy has transformed into one 
with increasing reliance on the cash economy. It is also 
evident that people are trying to use money to enter this
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circuit in the position of capitalist producers. Money 
accumulated from sales of produce, local credit societies, 
and wage employment in Tonga and overseas through 
remittances are sources. The available evidence on these 
sources is very limited and will not support a comprehensive 
understanding of allocations. Vava'u people are extremely 
reticent about their money wealth and incomes. The 
secretive attitude helps to avoid demands upon them by hole 
(solicitation). Furthermore, remittances are 
characteristically irregular and this feature confounds 
attempts to construct a comprehensive view of their 
investment. My experiences where people were willing to 
disclose information also led to the conclusion that for 
investment, remittances are not a reliable source of funds 
on call. Remittance patterns depend on the fortunes and 
needs of the kin living closer to the metropolitan centres 
of accumulation and do not always correspond with the 
requirements of people in the islands.
A comprehensive view is available, however, in 
information on the principal source of regular capital to 
Vava’u people today which is the Tonga Development Bank. 
The Development Bank (Pangike Tonga Fakaka I aka I aka) was 
established in June 1977 and commenced its Vava'u operations 
in March 1978. I have extracted certain limited details on 
capital loans by Pangai villagers between the years 1979 and 
mid-1983 to compile Appendix I. All loans here are 
classified as ’Agricultural’ which includes fisheries, 
forestry and agricultural enterprises.<3> The 'cases' here
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are individuals or partnerships (the majority of 
partnerships are agnate pairs, the remainder are affines or 
friends) meaning there is a very close correspondence with 
households but borrowing arrangements sometimes engage 
people across households. Short-term loans, repaid within 
three years, carry an interest rate of 8 per cent; longer 
term loans are charged at 6 per cent.
In Tonga a banking system encounters unusual problems 
as a result of the agrarian character of the economy and the 
land laws. Since land should not be alienated from the 
agnatic line (except upon non-payment of 'rent'), 
landholdings are very seldom taken in collateral. Dwelling 
houses, livestock, fishing gear, personal assets are the 
usual forms of security. Seizure of securities is a last 
resort, and bank personnel follow every alternative avenue 
to resolve default; all other sources of funds are examined 
for repayment. This extends as far as the bank writing to 
family members living overseas to seek repayment.
In principle short-term loans may be repaid after a 
harvest; but in practice, for farming loans salary 
deductions from another member of the family or a partner 
are often insisted upon. This feature accounts for the 
partnership loans. One member holds wage employment and the 
alternate gives the larger proportion of their labour time 
to the capital enterprise.
Forty-eight enterprise units in Pangai have taken loans 
between 1979 and 1983. This gives measure on an elementary 
scale of the use of capital in local production. The
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amounts for these 'agricultural' loans range from T$8 for 
watermelon seed (case 27) to T$l,072 for banana suckers, 
contract plough and disk work by the Ministry of 
Agriculture, and payments for wage workers, at T$3.30 to 
T$4.00 per day in 1981, to establish a banana plantation 
(case 13).
The real problem for these people is reflected in the 
credit facts. Pangai producers are borrowing money 
repeatedly for new productive cycles. Loans are taken year 
after year, this capital is invested in seed materials, 
fertilizer, ploughing and disk work, and labour, but its 
investment is generally not leading to accumulation and a 
cycle of self-generating capital growth.
In some cases the investment simply does not yield 
sufficient product to feed the producer, repay the loan and 
leave a net surplus for reinvestment. This situation is 
inherent to production for market and in a peripheral 
economy such as that of Tonga is exacerbated by the simple 
device of mercantile price mark up and the subsidization of 
the wage labour force.
It is clear from the previous examination of the 
relation between tenants and lords and parisioners and 
churches that these people are distributing substantial 
proportions of the returns from their labour as prestations. 
These distributions compete with capital accumulation. The 
competition between gift and commodity circuits is brought 
home most clearly in the observed fact that a number of 
people took out loans from the Development Bank in the week
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of preparations for the Wesleyan Church Conference in May 
1983 and used these funds to amass food offerings to the 
church. The gift support for the churches thus perpetuates 
the cycles of debt.
We are perceiving a culturally-embedded problem in the 
relationship between production and distribution. Changes 
in the required inputs to production introduce new demands 
on the value from labour. In a more highly developed system 
of commodity production and transfer, a substantial portion 
of the net product is fed back into the production cycle and 
fulfills the ideal premise of the system that capital should 
be self-reproducing. Here returns from small commodity 
production often are not fed back into the objective 
production process establishing a rotation of capital and 
fuelling movement towards developed capitalist production. 
Value from labour is allocated to consumption, as in all 
systems; but more particular to the Tongan system, 
producers transfer exchange-values into the asymmetrical 
gift circuit. What are the economic and cultural 
imperatives to these transactions? The discussion which 
follows attempts to provide some insight on this question.
VI I
COMPETING CIRCUITS
At the opening of this work I drew attention to 
questions that arise from a picture of Tonga which 
emphasises the established system of stratification, in the 
light of the modern economy. We have been able to see the 
Tongan social economy as a changing conjunction of a 
developing commodity mode with a gift complex premised on 
island concepts of reciprocity within hierarchy and 
inequality.
The use of surplus is socially embedded in a system of 
asymmetrical gift transfer which manifests relations of 
stratification. Presentations to the sovereign and lords 
come as solicitary gifts and as periodic presentations in 
connection with visits and life-cycle ceremonies. These 
gift transfers are motivated by pragmatic recognition of the 
privileged position of fieflords and by the central 
ideological concepts of fatongia, 'duty', 'burden', and 
kavenga 'responsibility'.
The production of commodities requires that surplus be 
allocated to enterprise. A commodity mode is predicated on 
the act of accumulation and the use of market-exchange value 
as capital to purchase material inputs and labour for the 
production process. Gift and commodity systems thus entail
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fundamentally different patterns of distribution.
I certainly am not the first to have been impressed by 
the problems occasioned by the oppositions described here. 
Difficulties have been recognised and presented under 
various guises. Ward and Proctor emphasize the constraint 
on land allocation due to the "feudal manner" of tenure, and 
argue that if agriculture is to "move into a more highly 
production mode" the nobility might contribute leadership 
(Ward and Proctor 1980:46). Powles in his thesis on chiefly 
systems and law in Tonga and Samoa sees Tongan lords "left 
with land as their one tangible asset" becoming 
"increasingly defensive" with some suggestion that "the 
divorce between land and money should no longer be 
maintained" (Powles 1979:319). Crocombe sees a marked 
contrast between Melanesian ’trade' tending to be relatively 
equal between partners, and Polynesian exchange where "goods 
[pass] up through the rank hierarchy according to the 
instructions or wishes of the chiefs" and emphasises that 
"Polynesian social and cultural systems contain tremendous 
obstacles to their members' exploitation of a capitalistic 
economic system" (Crocombe 1978:14). <1> These general 
statements serve merely to highlight the nature of the 
problems entailed in commodization in Tonga.
The purpose of this work has been to examine these 
problems in a specific historical and ethnographic setting. 
For this reason we have focused on an area for which sound 
baseline data are available and attempted to analyse changes 
between 1938 and 1983. In conclusion I offer, a perspective
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on the shifting articulation between these systems and the 
cultural construction of the transactions they entail.
From Gift to Commodity
In the Beagleholes' time, land, labour and produce were 
valuables predominantly for use and gift. Tenant enterprise 
was geared mainly to production for domestic consumption and 
for gift exchange. The presentations to lords to acquire 
land reflect not only the reality of the lords' control of 
the resource, but also a conception that to make a request 
to a superior, one must offer something. The solicitary 
gifts for land took prescribed forms, notably pig and kava-, 
as we saw in the lengthy quote in chapter II, purchased 
goods, in this case cakes, puddings and drink, were also 
included in these transactions. Such goods were being 
socialized into the gift circuit. Between kin, affines and 
friends land was shared on premise of generalized use-right. 
People possessed use-right in things and persons as well as 
land (cf. Silverman 1979), as is shown in the institution 
of k o l e 'solicitation' as applied to land and things, and 
persons in the principle of f c t o k o n i ' a k i 'to help one 
another' backed up by the principle of 'of a or 'caring'. I 
suggest we understand labour as a gift through these 
principles as well as in the exchange of labour on a 
reciprocal basis in the cooperative work groups.
At this time, copra was the principal commodity 
produced, and people used their returns from sale of this 
product to meet culturally prescribed levels of consumption
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i n  s m a l l  g o o d s ,  p a y  t h e  c a p i t a t i o n  t a x ,  make  mone y  o f f e r i n g s  
t o  t h e  c h u r c h e s  a n d  t o  p u r c h a s e  m e t a l  t o o l s .  W i t h  c o p r a  a n d  
h o r t i c u l t u r e  f o r  g i f t  a n d  u s e ,  g e n e r a l i z e d  u s e - r i g h t  i n  l a n d  
a l l e v i a t e d  p r o b l e m s  o c c a s i o n e d  by  u n e q u a l  l a n d h o l d i n g  among 
v i H a g e r  s .
As c o m m o d i t i z a t i o n  h a s  p r o c e e d e d ,  mone y  a n d  m a r k e t  
e x c h a n g e - v a l u e  h a v e  e n t e r e d  i n t o  t h e  s y s t e m  a t  a mo r e  b a s i c  
l e v e l .  The  m a i n  r e l i a n c e  on mone y  f o r  p r o d u c t i o n  i s  no 
l o n g e r  c o n f i n e d  t o  m e t a l  t o o l s .  S u b s t a n t i a l  s ums  o f  c a s h  
a r e  now r e q u i r e d  t o  o b t a i n  l a n d  f r o m  t h e  f i e f l o r d .  T h e s e  
t r a n s f e r s  a g a i n  r e c o g n i s e  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  l o r d s ’ c o n t r o l  
o f  t h e  l a n d  a n d  a l s o  a r e  r a t i o n a l i s e d  on  t h e  b a s i s  t h a t  
p e o p l e  u s e  l a n d  t o  make  mo n e y .  S e e d ,  f e r t i l i z e r ,  m e c h a n i c a l  
w o r k ,  t r a n s p o r t  o f  p r o d u c e ,  a n d  l a b o u r  a l l  c a l l  u p o n  money  
t o  be  f e d  i n t o  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  p r o c e s s .  The c o m m o d i t i z a t i o n  
o f  m a t e r i a l  i n p u t s  i s  a n  i n e v i t a b l e  c o n c o m i t a n t  o f  t h e  
d i r e c t  t r a n s f e r  o f  f o r e i g n  t e c h n o l o g y  a n d  p r o d u c t i o n  
t e c h n i q u e s .  L a b o u r  h a s  b e c o me  a c o m m o d i t y  p a r t l y  b e c a u s e  o f  
t h e  a g g r e g a t e  s h o r t a g e  o f  d o m e s t i c  l a b o u r  ( w h i c h  h a s  b e e n  
d r a w n  i n t o  s c h o o l s  a n d  t h e  wage  s e c t o r  i n t e r n a l l y  a n d  
o v e r s e a s ) ,  p a r t l y  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  f e e d b a c k  e f f e c t  w h e r e b y  
p e o p l e  n e e d  mone y  t o  s u p p l e m e n t  t h e  d e c l i n i n g  d o m e s t i c  
p r o d u c t i o n  o f  u s e - v a l u e s  i n  l o c a l  p r o d u c e  a s  mo r e  l a n d  a n d  
l a b o u r  i s  a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  c a s h  c r o p s  f o r  
m a r k e t  e x c h a n g e .  V i l l a g e r s  a r e  i m p e l l e d  t o  h a v e  mo r e  money 
t o  f e e d  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  t o  c o n t i n u e  a n d  i n c r e a s e  
p r o d u c t i o n  on  t h e  l a n d .  S i m u l t a n e o u s l y ,  g e n e r a l i z e d  
u s e - r i g h t  i n  l a n d  h a s  n a r r o w e d  t o  a g n a t e s  a n d  a f f i n e s  a s  a
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consequence of the changing value of the resource and the 
general need for money. The recognition of this process 
draws critical attention to the tremendous emphasis 
attributed to land "shortage" by both Europeans and Tongans 
alike. Maude, who made a special study of the relations of 
land to population pressure, was not unaware of the 
complexities involved here although he did not pursue them 
to any depth. Maude, in a concluding remark, noted that 
pressure on access "is as much the result of growing 
commercialization of Tongan agriculture as of population 
increase alone" (Maude 1973:174, my emphasis). Part of my 
argument has been that, at least in Vava'u, it is the slow 
demise of generalized use-right in land of neighbours and 
distant kin which is primarily responsible for the great 
pressure people are feeling in relation to land access. 
Population increase is a fact - this cannot be denied. But 
to attribute the brunt of land problems to overall shortage 
is to lay the blame on a surface-level phenomenon and in so 
doing, obscure the underlying processes.
The logic of internal dependency on the commodity 
circuit pushes villagers towards participation through the 
use of money as capital. I have described these 
developments; yet we have seen that they have not produced 
class structure in the villages. Diversity in productive 
activities and productive relations is the norm. There are 
people without land. But most of these people, rather than 
becoming a dependent rural proletariat, have obtained 
low-cost alternative means of production and moved into a
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commodity niche, fishing for sale being the main example in 
Pangai. It is important to note that this niche is made 
possible by the very processes which have narrowed 
use-rights and thereby separated these villagers from the 
land. Such is the dialectical structure of commoditization.
People with land are not especially flourishing through 
their ability to use the labour of others. In part this 
restricted development reflects the changes in the means of 
production whereby land alone is not a sufficient basis for 
commodity production. This recognized, people have access 
to formal sector funds. But in this particular social 
economy, capital accumulation is very problematic. A 
substantial proportion of villagers borrow again each year. 
It is very difficult for a rural class to develop.
It is not direct appropriation of labour that is 
deterring this development. As we have seen, there is no 
significant feudal appropriation of labour as in a feudal or 
demesne economy. Vava'u tenants spend their necessary 
labour time on their own holdings. While trying to 
participate in commodity production villagers distribute 
substantial proportions of their labour in ways which in 
terms of an "objective" model of production are difficult to 
understand. The people make presentations to the churches, 
lords and the sovereign. Not only do these transfers take 
labour-value which could be used for investment and to pay 
back loans; villagers are observed to borrow Development 
Bank money specifically for asymmetrical gift presentations.
This is not a matter of political compulsion. I would
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not regard these transfers as "tribute" or defining a 
"tributary mode of production" along the lines formulated by 
Wolf (1981). The lords lack the power of direct sanction 
against smallholders who might decline to make customary 
presentations. People choose to offer gifts over capital 
investment which would produce and reproduce the relations 
of capitalist economy and society. The essential question 
is: Why do villagers make these distributional choices,
even under conditions of economic stress, when they are not 
forced to do so?
The Logic of 'Fatalism'
Europeans find these asymmetrical presentations very
hard to understand. Many people also do not see the diffuse
but symbolically powerful value of doing things faka Tonga
('the Tongan way') and maintaining status by established
modes as a core of identity which becomes all the more
important as westernization accelerates. Tongans do not see
why Europeans do not comprehend their dutiful acts of
giving. The disjuncture marked very clearly in A.G.
Walsh's characterisation of Tonga as demonstrating:
A fatalism which assumes that God and Government 
will eventually provide ... a society where 
initiative belongs to the chiefs (Walsh 1970:45).
The logic of capitalism entails a particular relationship
between production and the use of surplus. A commodity
economy does not recognize another kind of logic.
We noted early in this work a statement that Tongans
perform the fatongia ('duty') for the land. On one
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dimension we may see the prestations to the fieflords as a 
reciprocity in valuables. The tofi'a is the 'inheritance' 
of the lord. His possession of the estate of land derives 
from the rights of conquest and the transmission of these 
rights in the agnatic titleholding line. The gift of a 
smallholding carries the obligation to reciprocate in 
produce. Similarly gifts to the churches are predicated on 
a model of reciprocity with God who bestows blessings for 
offerings.
Moreover, we have perceived a conception of division of 
services whereby lords provide protection and perform 
political tasks and duties, while commoners carry the burden 
of production. This idea also is reflected in the legal 
right of nobles to special representation and participation 
in government.
Perhaps we also may perceive a deeper ideological 
construction in this relationship and the transactions it 
involves. I present below an extract of formal speech 
delivered at the installation ceremony of the matapule 
Lauaki, which followed the presentation of kava, valuables 
and food, the ngaue, to the sovereign which we examined in 
chapter III:
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Text and Translation Explanatory Notes
pea talaekina he pangai e hau e ‘Otu Tonga ni 
the ceremony of the Tonga Islands' monarch 
reveals
'a e faka feta'I mo e fakamalo'ia 
the gratitude and thankfulness
monu e, monu e ka ko ha monu
blessings, oh blessings but what blessings
'e ne matafi tonga ho finangalo na 
for the benevolence of Your Majesty
afeitaulalo ka e fokotu'u ha f akahekeheke 
he ‘a ho ni
graciously to build a hut today
' e , fakafeta'i, fakafeta'i ko e f akahekeheke 
na'e hoko kuo to e tu‘u
give thanks, give thanks for the hut which 
collapsed is now resurrected
t u ‘ u he ’ a ho ni, tu'u ki ho no t u 'unga 
t ot onu
standing today, standing in its correct site
tu'u kuo ne teunga ia, tu'u kuo ne teunga 
kakato
standing prepared (dressed), standing 
totally prepared
pea ko e fai folau ’e anga fefe? 
and under sail how shall it be?
‘eku mat ana. 'eku fiefia he ' a ho ko e
my ardor, my happiness on the day
tu'unga vai ko Faite ne tanumia Faite spring is
the spring called Faite was buried associated with
Lauaki fief.
fakafeta'i ko e 'a ho ni kuo to e t a f e 
be thankful, today it flows again
The previous holder of the title and fief has passed away. 
The son and heir is installed in this ceremony, the 
pongipongi hingoa. The f akahekeheke 'hut' is a depreciatory 
term used in speech to the sovereign to refer to the 'house' 
of Lauaki, the ha'a Maliepo. With the ritual presentation
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of esteemed products of the land the house is resurrected, 
is returned to life. The spring whose energy was stemmed 
flows again. These passages allow us to glimpse an 
underlying model of production and reproduction in the 
society. Protecting the people is the lordly house, newly 
resurrected. Nourishing the land is the spring, which, 
after the duties are completed, fountains afresh. The land 
is not productive without regenerative processes of offering 
and sacrifice taking place. Labour is not merely the sweat
of another's toil, it is a relationship which consumes and
gives forth. The per formance of duty, f a t o n g i a , and
acceptance of responsibi1ity, kav e n g a , manif e s t ed l n
presentations to the sove r eign and lords revitalizes the
very flow which makes labour and people's relationship to
the land productive.
The social economy of the islands is not to be seen
simply in terms of class and hierarchy. Embedded in the
relations of stratification is another, richer model more 
deserving of renown, a model of complementary relations that 
entail division, duty, and reciprocal interdependence and 
which are reproduced by gift.
NOTES
Chapter I
1. This is a Tongan statement of the Commission's concern.
2. Some useful sources on the concept of Estate
stratification for anthropology are Barber 1957, 
Bohannan 1963, Rousseau 1978 and Toennies 1966.
3. In this thesis I employ Estate with the upper-case 
letter to refer to social Estates and distinguish from 
an estate of land.
Chapter I I
1. Early population figures for island groups within Tonga 
are summarized in Meyer 1974:13.
2. This noble title has been vacant since the death of the 
last holder in 1961 (see chapter III).
3. Tongan currency was converted from sterling to dollars 
in 1966 with ten shillings equalling one dollar 
{pa'anga). The rent on allotments then changed from 
eight shillings to its equivalent of 80 seniti. The 
Tongan dollar is roughly equivalent to the Australian 
dollar .
Chapt e r III
1. See Land Act Sec.33 (2).
2. In which case the Minister's decision holds but may be 
appealed in Court, the Court decision being final (Land 
Act Sec .34 (2 ) ) .
3. During my stay radio reports stated that this basic 
exemption was to be raised to T$2,000; though at the 
time of my departure in November 1983 this legislation 
had not yet been put into effect.
4. The basic unit of measurement for tapa and mats is a
langanga, the distance between two transverse stripes 
on the tapa, usually 18 inches (46 cms) or more. 100 
langanga is termed lautefuhi, 50 langanga is termed
launima (see Churchward 1959:282).
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Chapter IV
1. The Saliadrau population increased from 146 to 207 
persons as use-right declined from 69 per cent to 46 
per cent. The Sote population rose from 132 to 245 
persons as use-right dropped from 74 per cent to 37 per 
cent. The Nabudrau population shows the lowest
increase, from 72 to 100 persons, with -use-right 
remaining stable at 88 per cent to 89 per cent for the 
period in question. While we recognise these 
correspondences, Ward's argument is convincing as he 
provides a clear analysis of the relationship between 
commercialization and declining use-right.
Chapter V
1. Rogers 1975, 1977; Gailey 1981; and James 1983 focus 
specially on Tongan conceptions of gender.
2. One case selected on this basis did not provide 
sufficient information to be included in the analysis, 
therefore the final sample size as seen in the 
following Table is 22.
Chapter VI
1. My thanks to Prof Douglas Yen for suggesting this
identification.
2. The presence of this trader deterred the Beagleholes
from doing their ethnographic work in Falevai 
(Beaglehole Ms.iDecember 12, 1938).
3. The loans by villagers in the classification of
'Industry and Business' I have omitted to preclude
association of the loan with persons involved.
Chapter VII
1. Note also Crocombe's remark; "I am not advocating 
capitalism, but merely observing that it is the pattern 
at this moment" (Crocombe 1978:14).
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APPENDIX A
COMMERCIAL LEASES IN VAVA'Ü (EXCLUDING NEIAFU), 1983
Location Fief Category 
Type* of Lease­
holder * *
Ha'alau full T PCB












0 . 3 0 . 1 2 7 407 7 2 0 350
0 . 8 0.32 25 60
3 . 8 1 . 54 7 16
13.0 5 . 26 2 0 52
0 . 1 0.04 2 0 2 0





























Longomapu T Ch 2 0 0 81 2 0
T Ch 29 11.74 23
Mataika G PCB 1 0 .40 2 0
Pangaimotu K TE 0.28 0 . 1 1 50
K Ch 0 .28 0 . 1 1 50
K TE 9 3 .64 2 0
K Ch 16.32 6.61 2 0
K TGD 4 1 .62 2 0
Ta ' anea T Ch 24 9.72 80
T Ch 8 3.24 80
T Ch 0 .5 0 . 2 0 80
Tefisi T MDE 44 17.82 2 0
T TGD 3 1 . 2 2 19
T MDE 44 17.82 30
T Ch 25 1 0 . 1 2 50
T Ch 8 3 . 24 2 0
T Ch 8 3 .24 2 0
T Ch 8 3.24 2 0
T Ch 8 3.24 2 0
T MDE 16 6.48 2 0
T MDE 47 19.04 1 0
T Ch 8 3 .24 2 0
Tu'anekivale G TE 8 3 . 24 2 0
Tu ' anuku T MDE 1 2 4 . 8 6 2 0
Vaimalo G MDE 0 . 3 0 . 1 2 2 0
Vaka'eitu G MDE 151 61.16 2 0
'Utungake T MDE 0 . 3 0 . 1 2 30
T FE 1 0 4.05 60
* K = King, T = Titleholder , G = Government
** PCB = Public Corporate Group, TGD = Tongan Government
Department, Ch = Church, TE = Tongan Entrepreneur, 
MDE = Mixed-Descent Entrepreneur, FE = Foreign 
Entrepreneur .
Sources: Lands Office, Neiafu; Cadastral Survey Map, Vava’u 






















PAYMENTS ON 'API TUKUHAU 
VAVA'U GROUP
Amount(T$ ) * * No. of holders
TE269/8/0 1 ,746
756.40 1 ,916















* 1970 not available;
** In Tongan dollars with the exception of the
entry for 1965 which as indicated is in Tongan 
pounds. See Note 3 to Chapter II on Tongan 
conversion to decimal currency and relation 
between the old pounds (T£) and the dollars 
( T $ ) .
Sources: Tonga, Government of;
Annual Reports Ministry of Lands and Survey.
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APPENDIX C
MONEY OFFERINGS, WESLEYAN CHURCH MIS INALE, PANGAIMOTU,
DECEMBER 1982
Group Family 'Main Offering' 'Help' Total
1 . a 100.00 2.00 102.00
b 200.00 5 . 50 205.50
c 30.00 - 30.00
d 100.00 - 100.00
e 30.00 8.00 38 . 00 
1475.50
2 . a 60.00 - 60.00
b 30.00 - 30.00
c 50.00 50.00 
1140.00
3 . a 60.00 1 .00 61.00
b 30.00 - 30.00
c 15.00 - • 15.00
d 30.00 - 30.00
e 50.00 50.00
1186.00
4 . a 100.00 8 . 20 108.20
b 50.00 3.00 53.00
c 30.00 3 . 50 33 . 50
d 5.00 1.00 6.00 
$200.70
5 . a 160.00 — 160.00
b 532.00 2.60 534.60
c 100.00 - 100.00
d 5.00 - 5.00
e 100.00 1.00 101.00 
$900.60
6. a 502.00 0.40 502.40
b 50.00 - 50.00
c 29.00 - 29.00











F I E P  T Y P E S A N D  A L L O T M E N T  H O L D I N G IN V A V A 'U ( E X C L U D I N G  N E I A F U )
V i l l a g e F i e f  T y p e * W i t h  W i t h o u t
A l l o t m e n t  A l l o t m e n t
T o t a l
E l i g i b l e  A d u l t s
F a l e v a i T 32 39 71
F e l e t o a G 38 77 115
H a 'a k i o G 20 31 51
H a 'a l a u f u l i T 61 87 148
H o l e v a G 9 20 29
H o l o n g a K 51 118 169
H o u m a G 18 40. 58
H u n g a T 60 71 131
K a p a G 37 27 64
K o l o a G 14 40 54
L a p e G 7 9 16
L e i m a t u ’a T 193 194 387
L o n g o m a p u T 92 71 163
M a k a v e G 4 1 76 117
M a n g  ia T 12 1 4 26
Ma t a i k a G 49 68 117
M a t a m a k a K 19 42 61
N g a 1u n o h o G 22 29 5 1
N u a p a p u K 25 56 81
Of u T 48 43 91
O k o a T 19 38 57
O v a k a G 18 29 47
P a n g a i K 37 106 143
T a o a T 58 79 137
T a u n g a T 16 24 40
T a 'a n e a T 58 94 152
T e f  i5i T 69 104 173
T o u l a G 17 40 57
T u 'a n e k i v a l e G 69 68 137
T u 'a n u k u T 78 79 157
V a i m a l o G 1 5 19 34
'O l o 'ua G 14 11 25
'Otea G 25 33 58
' U t u i T 32 35 67
' U t u l e i G 18 38 56
'U t u n g a k e T 35 39 74
T o t a l 1426 1988 341 4
N o  t e : * K - K i n g ,  T - T i t l e h o l d e r , G - G o v e r n m e n t .
S o u r c e s : T o n g a C e n s u s  of P o p u l a  1 1on a n d  H o u s i n g , 1976, V o l u m e  1, T a b l e
C a d a s t r a l  S u r v e y M a p  V a v a 'u G r o u p .
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APPENDIX E
RESULTS OF SIGNIFICANCE TESTS ON PROPORTIONS OF 
ALLOTMENT HOLDERS IN RELATION TO TYPE OF FIEF
1. For these distributions at a nominal level of measurement 
to test the probability that the observed differences are 
significant the proper statistic is the Chi-square test (see 
Seigel 1956:104-111,175-179; Blalock 1960:212-221). 
Applied to these landholding data for the three categories 
of fief, the test shows that the observed differences are 
significant below p = 0.1, which means that the probability 
of obtaining these different proportions as a result of 
chance is less than 10 per, cent and we accept the 
hypothesis.
2. Performed separately on the populations for titleholder 
and government fiefs, Chi-square shows a small but 
statistically significant difference, below p = 0.1, with 
fewer 'landless' people on the titleholder fiefs.
3. When we remove the Leimatu'a and Longomapu populations 
the difference in proportions with no allotment on 
titleholder and government estates is not significant at the 
rejection level of p = 0.1.
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LANDED STATUS OF PANGAI RESIDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR ALLOTMENTS
Person's Registered 
Initials Allotment


















H S F 











L K U 
L L 
M T 
M T I 

























S F F 










S T L  
S M F 
S Tu 






No - - - Fa
No - - - EBro
No - - - Bro
No - - - S lLNo - - - Fa
No - - - -
No - - - FaEBro
No - - - f r
No - _ _
No - - - Fa
Yes Luovao 16 6.48 -
No - - - -
No - - - Fa
No - - - Fa
No - - - Fa
Yes Taunga 12 4 .86 -
Yes Li ku ? ? _
No - - _ _
No - - - SiH
No - - _ _
Yes Taunga ? ? Fa,YBroNo - - Fa
No - - _ _
No - - - EBroNo - - - Fa
No - - - f rYes Kupu 28 11.34 -
No - - - FaNo - - _ _
No - - - EBroYes Mohokoi ? ? _
No - - - SWFNo - _ _ _
No - _ _ _
Yes S l a 12 4.86 _No - _ _ _
No - - - FaNo - - - ? RNo - _ _ _
No - - _ _
No - - - WlMo(w )No - - - FaYes Luo 10 4.05 _No - - _ FaNo - - - FaNo - - - f rYes ? 8 3.24 _No - - - FaNo - _ _ _
No - - _ FaNo - _ _ _
Yes Tuigala 10 4.05 _No - - _ _
No - - - FaYes Ahau 9 3.64 -No - - - FaEBroYes Hangakikapa 8 3.24 -
Yes Ofangamoa 8 3 .24 -Yes Ahau 32 12.96 _
Yes Matakiofu 16 6.48 _
Yes Haufolau 8 3.24 _No - _ _ _
No - - _ _
No - - - Bro iLNo - - - KingNo - - - Wi FaYes Fangavei 8 3 . 24 -
No - - - Mo ( w )No - - - FaYes Ku lo 8 3.24 -No - - - FaYBroYes Ka ipeahela 8 3.24 _No - _ _ _
Yes ? 8 3.24 -No Fa
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Person's Registered Allotment :Stated Size Uses Land
Initlals Allotment Name (Acres) (Ha ) of *
T L No _ _ _ Fa
T I No - - - -
T A No - - - Fa
T K L Yes Hikuakl 16 6.48 -
T T No - - - -
T L No _ - - Wi Fa
T I k Yes Ahau 14 5.47 -
T V S Yes (in ? 8 3.24 -
Houma)
F V Yes ? 10 4.05 -
T Te No - - - SiHFa
T N Yes Honuakiutaki 12 4.86 -
T T No - - - EBro
U N No - - - DK
V P No - - - FaEBro
V T (w) Yes Luo 16 6.48 -
F H (w) Yes Haungaklkapa 8 3.24 -
Maka 8 3.24 -
F L (w) No - - - -
M F (w) Yes ? 14 5 .67 -
Ahau 4 1.62 -
S K (w) Yes Luo 10 4.05 -
T F (w) No - - - -
P K Yes Fakahekeheke 10 4.05 -
F V Yes Fangaifau 8 3.24 -
Ahokote 4 1 .62 -
S V No - - - f r
S T Ko No - - - hBro
S Me Yes 7 10 4.05 -
P K P No - - - Fa
S A No - - - Fa
L H No - - - -
M Ta Yes (Ofu ? ? 7 FWC
S T No - - - -
I P No - - - FaEBro
N ( w ) No - - - -
T Pu No - - - -
V p No - - - Fa
P M No - - - FaFa
S Te No - - - -
s Af No - - - FaFa
T Af No - - - FaFa
M No - - - MoBro
M F No - - - -
M La No - - - -
M Fo No - - - WI Fa
.s 2;
n - 117 (110 men, 7 widows)
* Bro - Brother,
DK - Distant Kin,
E - Elder,
Fa - Father, 
fr ■ Friend
FWC « Free Wesleyan Church,
H - Husband, 
lL - m-Law 
Mo - Mother 
S - Son,
Si - Sister 
(w ) - Widow,
Wi - Wife,
Y - Younger,
Source: Pangai Interviews 1982-83
APPENDIX G









1950 4 , 571













1964 2 , 161















1980 3 , 507
1981 2 ,438
1982 736
Sources: Tonga Copra Board n.d. (figures 1943 to 1968) 
Copra Board files held at Nuku'alofa (figures 
1969 to 1982 ) .
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APPENDIX H
COPRA INCOME TO PANGAI VILLAGE GROWERS, 1981











































































* da = daughter; fa = father; fr = friend; hu = husband; 
mo = mother; st.son = stepson; wi = wife.
Source: Tonga Commodities Board, Vava'u Office Records; 
Pangai Field Notes 1982-83.
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CAPITAL LOANS FOR AGRICULTURE AND FISHING 
BY PANGAI VILLAGERS
Case Year Amount (TJ) Purpose
1 1979 130 watermelon1980 275 fencing (crop protection)198 3 242 wate rmeIon
2 1979 225 fishnet and trap1983 144 fencing (crop protection)
22 sweet potato
3 1979 330 fishboat and motor
4 87 peanuts
1979 253 fishnet
126 fishnet and trap
1980 287 fishnet , poultry
1981 142 fishnet
32 fencing (crop protection)
212 wate rmeIon
5 1979 350 fishnet
1981 102 fishboat and motor










7 1979 60 yam
8 1979 50 yam
1980 80 7
9 1979 80 yam
1982 60 yam
100 vanilla





11 1979 100 yam
1983 150 taro
150 sweet potato
1 2 1979 252 fishnet and trap
1981 102 fishboat and motor










1 4 1979 142 peanuts
1981 172 yam
73 fencing (crop protection)
1 5 1979 559 fishboat and motor
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Case Year Amount (T $) Purpose
16 1979 60 peanuts
1983 105 fishboat and motor
40 fishboa t
17 1979 132 peanuts
18 1979 97 sweet potato
19 1980 100 vanilla




21 1980 76 wate rmeIon
100 vanilla
173 wa t e rmeIon
22 1980 1 2 2 pigs
1983 153 pigs
23 1980 2 4 wa t e rmeIon
100 pigs
1981 44 wate rmeIon
60 yam
24 1980 140 banana
93 wa t e rmeIon
50 fencing (crop protection)
26 1980 140 wate rmeIon
26 1980 203 pigs
27 1981 86 yam
8 wate rmeIon
100 vanilla
1983 387 wate rmeIon
153 sweet potato
60 taro
28 1981 270 fishboat and motor
29 198 1 283 fencing (crop protection)
30 1981 100 yam
31 1981 250 fishboat and motor
32 1981 136 watermelon
40 yam




33 1981 250 cattle
34 198 1 58 pigs







36 1981 110 pigs
37 1981 300 fencing (crop protection)
100 yam
38 1981 173 cattle
39 1981 200 cattle
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fencing (crop protection) 
cattle
fishboat and motor 
fishing net 
fishing net 





fishboat and motor 
fishnet
Source: Vava’u Field Notes 1982-83
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